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1 Résumé          
This project discusses the possibilities for interchange stations as vital parts in creating 
sustainable transport networks with increased mobility without extensive car use. The 
methodology of the project is critical realism. The discussion of interchange stations is 
divided into three parts. The first part analyses two major stations in the public transport 
network of Copenhagen with physical aspects and theories of integration, convergence and 
land use within station and network planning. The second part discusses theories of mobility 
by Francois Ascher and John Urry in oder to try to add a social perspective to the physical 
analysis of the two examples. The project goes further in to social aspects and underlying 
structures when discussing possibilities for taking lifestyles and decision-making into 
consideration for the planning of interchange stations and public transport networks. 
 
The project concludes that the interchange stations analysed are physically well planned. 
However feeder-lines are not planned in full accordance with the idea of integration and 
planning for seamless travel could be improved. Further on it concludes that the stations have 
an unused potential of integration into the surrounding areas and that modal integration, land 
use, lifestyles and decision-making must be taken into consideration when planning public 
transportation networks. 
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2 Introduction: Sustainability as Motivation for the 
Project 
Before introducing our specific problem area we would like to begin by shortly taking a small 
part in a discussion very popular these days – the one on sustainability. This discussion will 
try to place transportation in a larger societal problem area and will be the introduction to our 
problem area. 
 
The high demand for humans to be mobile leads to a high degree of individual mobility which 
produces an extremely high number of travels for an extremely wide range of purposes. This 
high degree of mobility consumes an enormous amount of energy and space. In 2003 the 
share of energy use for transportation in OECD-Europe was 23% of the total energy 
consumption. This energy for transport is mostly produced through fossil fuels (directly as 
petrol or indirectly to produce the electricity needed) (EIA 2005). Moreover the space 
consumed by this need of individual mobility affects the life of humans in many ways 
(pollution, land use of streets, etc.). Our resources for exactly these goods (space and energy) 
are limited. Therefore we have to think of more efficient and more economically systems for 
our travels in order to be able to use our resources over a much longer period. This is where 
the concept of sustainability comes into the discussion. Sustainability will be central as a 
motivation for our project. Therefore this chapter will try to explain our approach to 
sustainability and its role in our project. 
 
Sustainability is not a unique concept. It is therefore important to define the meaning of 
sustainability and the scale of sustainability in the context of this project. Today the term of 
sustainability is generally tied to the basic formulation of the 1987 Brundtland report defining 
sustainability as “meeting today’s needs without compromising with the needs of future 
generations” (Dresner 2003). For our project we will try to define the use of this phrase in an 
urban context with a focus on transport.  
 
We will discuss the environmental, social and the spatial aspects of sustainability mainly 
using concepts of David Bannister. Today's popular, political discourse about sustainability 
deals primarily with CO2 emission and its global effects. On one side however we wish to 
broaden this approach by looking into more than only CO2 emissions and its environmental 
consequences. On the other side we want also to narrow the approach down on a local scale. 
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David Banister (2005) works with principles which are central in order to discuss sustainable 
transportation in urban areas. First he mentions congestions which have been increasing in 
number and duration, especially over the last decades. Secondly the increasing air pollution, 
which has numerous effects environmentally as well as social, is another important issue for 
the discussion of sustainability of transport. These effects are closely connected to 
congestions and traffic density, which also influence degradation of urban landscape. 
Furthermore transport systems reduce the urban space (space needed for the infrastructure), 
but also traffic in general has a limiting effect on space by reducing the accessibility for 
pedestrians and bikes in affected areas. Roadways or railway lines may cut off parts of urban 
space because they are obstacles for pedestrians and bikes. Accordingly car mobility created 
new shapes of the urban landscape, where decentralization and spatial segregation has been 
facilitated by car ownership. This has meant growing problems in terms of increased land use, 
traffic and congestions. (Banister 2005) 
 
There is no doubt in Banisters view on car mobility. According to Banister (2005) there is no 
evidence so far that problems such as congestion, air pollution and land use for transport 
(roads) can be solved with the car as a key element in transport strategies. Car use has 
constantly been rising in almost every country worldwide and this tendency does not seem to 
be changing. Bringing in new technologies has only meant a decrease in pollution per driven 
km, but due to increased traffic the overall situation remains unchanged. Likewise the 
building of new or improvements of existing roads have shown to have a time limited effect 
on congestion, also due to increasing traffic. Improvements have therefore little or no effects 
on the whole situation. Based on this critical approach towards the car as main mode of 
transport we can conclude that the car is not a sustainable mode of transport in any way. This 
conclusion and the general problems of limited resources lead us to look for more sustainable 
transport. 
Banister (2005) stresses that democratic involvement and governmental supervision are very 
important for sustainable development of transportation: The solution lies within two 
important factors in achieving sustainability. Firstly he points to the need of involvement of 
all actors in the process, which means that all those dependent and influenced by 
transportation have a saying. Secondly he points to governmental influence in the process of 
creating sustainable development, more precisely a multi-level continuous governance on the 
field. (Banister 2005) 
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Other authors have contributed other definitions of what sustainable transport stands for. 
Richardson (2004) mentions the following key elements concerning transport sustainability: 
safety, congestion, fuel consumption, vehicle emissions, and access. Greene/Wegener (1997) 
mention integration as a key factor in sustainable transportation, hereby meant that land use 
should be taken into consideration within transport planning. It is not clear at all what this 
consideration more specifically contains. However they mention a mix of policies and a 
strong local focus as elements of this integration. Næss (2006) supports this argument by 
outlining that urban structure (location) has clearly visible impacts on travel behaviour. 
Moreover Næss (2006) has the opinion that sustainable transport should imply strategies to 
restrict car use in the city and to strengthen public transport. 
These ideas formed our idea of public transportation as a more sustainable mode of transport 
than private transport by car. 
 
However, looking at the original Brundtland statement, a direct urban interpretation of the 
well known term is not easily done. Unlike ecosystems like the Amazonas region or the ice 
cap, it is a basic principle for urban space that it is a place of human dynamics and change. 
Considering this and the above mentioned approaches we will not state an own theoretical 
definition of sustainability for transport. But the ideas of Banister, Richardson, Næss and 
Greene/Wengener lead us to the understanding that a well integrated and efficient public 
transport system is needed to ensure sustainability for an urban transport system. This means 
a system that is efficient in avoiding congestion in connecting rather than dividing, with low 
air pollution, with a minimum use of land and which is well integrated, accessible and 
flexible. It is not our aim to discuss the environmental sustainability of each mode of public 
transport in detail or to discuss how sustainable public transport actually is. What we want to 
do is: We look at public transport as the chance to make urban transport more sustainable. 
This approach will be specified in the following chapter outlining our problem area. 
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3 Problem Area and Problem Definition 
This chapter will present the problem area of the project and try to formulate a clearer 
problem definition. 
 
3.1 Problem Area 
Traffic is overall problematic (Banister 2005). Human transport has proven to have massive 
effects on the environment of air, land and water and thereby also for humans. Traffic creates 
pollution, noise, injuries and is a great consumer of space. Especially the car is very 
problematic in creating negative side effects of traffic. But at the same time is the car an 
absolutely vital part of the transport system of present western capitalistic societies, including 
Denmark.  
 
All OECD countries have experienced a massive rise in car traffic and traffic problems have 
reached critical levels in most European cities since the 70's and the problems seem to grow 
ever since. Recently there has been a rising global concern about CO2 emissions within a wide 
spectrum of the political landscape and the public debate. The focus lies on trying to create 
sustainable societies. During the past years some countries have made an effort in reinventing 
their public urban transport to try to establish a reasonable alternative to car traffic (E.g. UK 
and the Netherlands). 
In reference to other authors (Næss, Banister) we support this approach of concentrating on a 
development away from private transport (car dependent networks) but towards more public 
transport based networks. If one considers CO2 emissions per person kilometre the train is the 
environmentally least polluting mode of transport (36g CO2 per person kilometre) followed 
by the bus with the doubled emission rate (67g) and then followed by the car with an emission 
rate over 4 times higher (133g) (Næss 2006). The energy consumption shows a similar image 
but the differences between the modes are smaller (train 0.19 kWh; bus 0.32 kWh; car 0.64 
kWh) (Næss 2006). So therefore it is desirable to develop less car dependent urban transport 
systems with a high share of public transportation although public transportation itself is not 
totally unproblematic (also space consuming, creates CO2 as well but less). Nevertheless 
based on those sources we assume that public transport is more sustainable than private 
transport by cars. 
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But there is no doubt that it takes a lot for an urban transport system to compete with the 
speed and mobility of cars, which sets high demands when planning and establishing efficient 
and productive urban transport, both in relation to the actual product (bus, train, tram etc.) but 
as well to the possibility for interchange. If public transport should have any effect in creating 
a possible alternative to rising car problems in most parts of the Copenhagen metropolitan 
area, it needs efficient interchange stations. The combination of many different modes of 
transportation (from short distance buses, the metro to long distance suburban railway (s-tog) 
and commuter trains (regionaltog)) through such interchange points is essential to reach a 
sufficient amount of flexibility. 
 
The landscape of transport in Copenhagen is commonly in debate. At the moment, the 
majority of the municipal council lead by Lord Mayor Ritt Bjerregaard (Social Democrats) 
has declared a wish for road pricing in order to limit car traffic in Copenhagen. This idea is 
now also being proposed by the conservative government coalition partner but with the idea 
of covering entire Denmark (Information 02.12.2008). 
But what are the problems of traffic and congestion in Copenhagen? The overall picture is 
that central Copenhagen is experiencing some decrease in traffic (16% since 1970) 
(Københavns Kommune 2008), whereas the traffic coming into Copenhagen has increased far 
more (40% since 1970) (ibid.). This trend is presently continuing. At the same time 
congestions have now grown to a critical level in many parts of Greater Copenhagen (Cowi 
2004). There are discussions on building a new motorway between Frederikssund and 
Ballerup in order to cope with the current congestion and to save time on the stretch for car 
users. The proposal comes from the Danish Road Directory (Vejdirektoratet) and it is heavily 
debated because the new motorway will be built on land currently 'occupied' by irreplaceable 
landscapes and ecosystems. An alternative has been presented by a green organisation (Grøn 
Trafik I Bycirklen), where improvement of current roads and especially public transport 
would be the key elements of the solution (Information 11.11.2008).  
The Copenhagen metro is also being enlarged, providing a new city ring in Central 
Copenhagen, being finished in 10 years time. The new city ring will create stations in areas 
already served by public transport, by which it creates many new interchange possibilities in 
Copenhagen. In this project we try to focus that transport infrastructure must be thought 
together and cannot be solved by single solutions. It needs planning on various levels. If road 
pricing becomes a reality not only public transportation will face new challenges. Integrating 
private and public transportation will be essential as well. 
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In this project we wish to discuss the possibilities for new interchange stations in Copenhagen 
as a part of integrating public transportation. Not only the possibility for interchange between 
different modes of transport is important here, also the location of stations in densely 
populated areas and the location in terms of public access and overall physical integration 
with the surrounding space have to be considered. But it is not our aim to make a discussion 
of how sustainable public transport actually is in comparison to private transport by cars. This 
project will therefore not be a survey about the sustainability of public transport but a 
discussion how interchange stations can contribute to a higher share of public transport 
travels. 
 
3.2 Problem Definition 
How can interchange stations contribute to increase mobility and the use of public 
transportation in Copenhagen? 
 
We have tried to visualize our structure for answering this question in the following chapter 
with a figure and some explanatory text.  The more specific methods and strategies for this 
answer will also be given in the following chapter on methods and methodology. 
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4 Methods and Methodology 
The idea of this chapter is to give an overview over how we were working with the just 
outlined problem area and how we tried to find an answer to our problem definition. This 
chapter will therefore first of all outline the structure of this report and the project. In order to 
clarify further used terms we will give some definitions of the most important terms used in 
the project just after the outlining of the structure. Then we will move on to describe the over 
all method of multidiscipliarity which we chose to work with for this project according to the 
nature of planning discussions. The next part does then describe and criticise the in the project 
used data and theory. In order to end this part about our methods we will try to outline why 
and how we used examples, personal observations and maps within this project. 
 
4.1 The Structure of the Project 
The structure of our project follows the scheme drawn in Figure1. As a start of the project it is 
important to outline the structure and the problem definition and to draw a clear picture of the 
problem area. Then the actual project starts: In order to answer our problem definition we 
want to define and discuss mobility in Copenhagen in a physical/spatial and social view in 
three different parts. The first chapter on physical aspects will deal with interchange and 
interchange points in theory and in practice. It will contain aspects of integration and 
interchange in theory – however theory very closely linked to transport practice and 
experience to set up concepts for interchange and interchange stations as key elements in 
urban transport. The chapter will also contain a part on the development of the main transport 
network of Copenhagen, ending with performing an analysis of two interchange stations in 
Copenhagen, Flintholm and Østerport station. We then move on with mobility. This chapter 
will contain the approaches to mobility by François Ascher, John Urry and Noel Cass et al. 
and it will discuss the results of the physical analysis in with more general and sociological 
concepts found in these theories. Further on we will go deeper in to discussing the relation 
between mobility and transport by looking at decision making. This part will contain decision 
making in rational, norm-oriented and lifestyle-oriented approaches. We try to consider both 
sides of the discussion, first that transportation is rational decision based on a choice of 
different measurable factors such as time, cost and comfort. Secondly we see into the more 
norm based aspect of transport behaviour. We seek to give a possible concept of transport 
behaviour as being between these two trenches. These theoretical approaches will lead to 
perspectives on the results from previous discussions and analyses and will try to discuss 
 12/68 
aspects of interchange and interchange stations not reflected in traditional planning 
experience. We are however moving to a part where theory and data is loosely connected and 
this should not be regarded as academic analysis but a more open discussion or perspective 
for the project. 
 
 
 
Problem definition 
Chapter 3: 
Physical aspects 
 
Concepts for physical analysis 
 
Flintholm analysis 
 
Østerport Analysis 
Chapter 4: 
Mobility aspects 
 
Urry’s mobility definition 
Aschers mobility definition 
 
Discussion and analysis by mobility 
concepts 
Chapter 6 
Conclusion 
Chapter 5 
Lifestyle as a perspective 
 
Definitions of decision-making and 
lifestyle 
 
Perspectives of lifestyles as tool to 
analyse travel behaviour 
 
Figure 1: Structure of the Project 
 13/68 
4.1.1 Definitions 
For a better understanding and more clarity we will define the most important terms used in 
the project in this part. Often a clearer and more to the project oriented explanation follows in 
the actual part where the term is used. 
 
Mobility 
Mobility is the noun of the adjective “mobile” which stands for the idea of “being able to 
move” (Soanes et al. 2008). So mobility could be explained as “the ability to move”. It can 
mean to move within society (classes), cyber space, time or the dimension most important for 
our project within space. However we do not see mobility just as this “ability to move within 
space”, but as a much broader concept. This will be explained in more detail in chapter 4 of 
this project. 
 
Transport 
We understand transport as the physical movement of goods and persons within space. More 
over in connection to our understanding of the concept of mobility we see transport as a 
consequence of mobility. Mobility creates in our opinion transport respectively mobility is the 
reason for transport. 
 
Sustainability 
The term of sustainability has a lot of different meanings. It can be interpreted in a 
sociological, a economical or a ecological way and is therefore also very often used. We will 
not give a detailed description here because our idea of sustainability may be taken out of the 
first chapter of our project. 
 
Decisions 
It is important to look at decisions and decision making for our project. In our project decision 
making is strongly focused on the modal decision (choice of a mode of transport). Decisions 
are strongly connected to actions, before every action there has to be a decision what actually 
to do (which action to choose). We will go into more detail about decision making in chapter 
5 in order to get an image how people chose their mode of transport which is an important 
aspect of travel behaviour. There are many different ideas about how decisions are made and 
we will concentrate on only some of them (rational decision making, norm-oriented decision 
making and lifestyle decision making). 
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Interchange 
Interchange is in our project used as a term for describing a special kind of public transport 
stations. Interchange stations are in our opinion central parts of public transport networks. At 
such stations passengers have the possibility to change between different lines and modes of 
public transport or to and from private transport. In this project we will discuss the structures 
and possibilities of such stations. A more detailed explanation of our concept of interchange 
stations may be found in chapter 4. 
 
Urban/Suburban Space 
These two terms have a lot of different very specific definitions within geography. We will 
mainly concentrate on a more general definition which we connect very closely to 
Copenhagen. The term “urban” states that something has to do with a city or town (Soanes 
2002). Urban space considered to by very densely populated and the land use is highly 
differentiated, there may be found shops of various kinds, housing, offices and different 
cultural uses. We see the urban space for our project as more or less the area of the 
municipalities of København and Fredriksberg although we know that a distinct border of 
urban space does not exist. Due to this fact and the fact that there exist a lot of different 
concepts about urban space, it is very difficult when not even impossible to draw an exact 
border. 
The defining of suburban space which can be understand as space connected to urban space 
(therefore to a city or town) is as problematic as for urban space. It faces the same problems, 
Soanes 2002 describes the term as having to do with “an outlying residential district of a 
city”. Again the drawing of a border between suburban and urban as well as between 
suburban and rural space is not possible. 
 
City Centre 
This term describes the central part of a town. It is normally the old part of a city from where 
the city developed through out history. This means a very densely populated area with a high 
variation of land use. Again due to the focus on public transportation in Copenhagen we will 
define the city centre for our project in the case of Copenhagen. We consider the area lying 
between the lakes and the old fortifications west of Christianshavn as the city centre of 
Copenhagen. 
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Central Copenhagen 
In the meaning of this project Central Copenhagen stands for the area covered by the 
municipalities of København and Fredriksberg and is therefore closely linked to urban space. 
 
Greater Copenhagen 
When mentioning the term of Greater Copenhagen the area of the common ticketing system 
of the Hovedstad region is meant. This definition comes from the fact that our project focuses 
on public transportation in Copenhagen. 
 
4.1.2 Multidisciplinary Methods 
The methods we use in our project derive from different disciplines. It is therefore important 
to have a short look at the concept of multidisciplinarity.  It is important to reflect if a 
multidisciplinary approach is appropriate and on which methods/disciplines we based it. 
Multidisciplinartity is hard to avoid when discussing planning. Using arguments and theories 
from different academic disciplines and areas of the society is an common strategy. It is 
further on practically impossible not to work multidisciplinary within geography, as well as it 
can be hard to define the borders of geographical analysis (Hansen/Simonsen 2004). We use 
angles mainly from geography and social sciences, especially sociology. The field of study is 
however not limited to these disciplines. Almost every discipline can be used to analyse 
transport, but with very different results. Our combination begins at the societal level by 
defining our problem in terms of recent developments. By adding spatial and physical 
planning we go in to the more classical geographical area and by using theories on mobility 
and lifestyles we try to follow the recent developments within the geographic discipline. This 
is how we try to overcome the trenches between physical planning and social life. 
 
4.1.3 Data and Theory 
In this project we have chosen to use data and then theory to analyse the data. The reason for 
this will be discussed here but also in the part on methodology and theory of science in this 
chapter. This part here will show the kind of data and theory we used and provide a critical 
view of our choice respectively arguments why we chose the used data and theory. 
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The used Data and Its Critique 
In this project we have chosen not to gather our own data what means that we base our project 
on secondhand data. The main reason for this is a lack of time. However when working with a 
field like ours a survey covering only one of our chosen examples should have an extensive 
coverage just to extract some useful information. Instead we have chosen to use literature 
which is based on empiric surveys itself. This on empirics based literature covers mainly 
Banister (2005), Næss (2006), Potter/Skinner (2000), White (2009) and Rodrigue et. al. 
(2006). All the sources for this empirical based surveys about physical planning are written in 
English and all except Næss (2006) come from other countries and Cities than Copenhagen 
respectively Denmark. 
For lifestyle approaches we use articles from Götz (2007), Hammer et al. (2003), 
Huneke/Haustein (2007) and Scheiner/Kasper (2005). These articles were mostly based on 
larger research projects which themselves were based on huge empirical field researches with 
huge numbers of participants. Moreover all the data used for the lifestyle part of our project is 
originally written down in German and comes from German examples and research projects. 
 
The problem faced when using secondhand data material is the question about what can really 
be extracted to the own research area or problem. Banister (2005) notes that secondhand data 
from single study surveys is useless in general but major network surveys can be used to 
extract some general trends. 
That the material we use is mainly from other countries in Europe also brings some 
difficulties. The distance a person is willing to walk to a bus stop in the UK may not be 
equivalent to a Danish case or the P&R may be well established in England but in Denmark it 
would be a more or less new concept. Therefore we have chosen to extract elements/concepts 
from our literature and not precise experiences. This way we will be able to put it into a 
spatial Danish analysis about Copenhagen. 
 
Theory and Its Critique 
The theories used in this project (especially the network theories from Ascher) make it 
possible to analyse the examples of interchange stations also in a more theoretical way than 
just with the concepts provided by the data about physical planning. In addition the theories 
about mobility and accessibility add a deeper level of understanding to the whole discussion 
about physical planning for transportation. They actually add a more social background to the 
whole discussion and bring also individual behaviour and thinking into the more rational idea 
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of physical planning. Moreover the theories about mobility allow us to have a deeper level of 
understanding not only in physical planning but also generally why people travel physically in 
space. 
The theories come from theoretical works on the area of urban mobility. We used the 
electronically available journal articles from Ascher (2007), Cass et al. (2003) and Urry 
(2002). 
However our selection of theories can be seen as quite narrow which may be a weak point 
because it limits the possibilities of the analysis but it makes it easy to have the overview 
when analysing. Furthermore the theories were chosen in very tight connection to the idea we 
had about looking at the potential of interchange stations and therefore they fit our idea quiet 
well. 
 
4.1.4 Examples (Stations) 
In order to analyse the contribution of interchange stations to a more flexible and more 
attractive public transport network in Copenhagen we choose to analyse two stations in 
Copenhagen. The idea was to have one already existing and working interchange station in 
order to get the idea of how a successful interchange station may look like. The second station 
should be one which will become more important as an interchange point in connection to the 
new metro city ring in Copenhagen. We choose Flintholm as current interchange station. The 
reasons for choosing Flintholm can be seen firstly in the fact that the station is connected to 
the metro and to the ring s-tog line as well as the finger line towards Fredrikssund. The 
second station at Østerport should represent a station which will get an important interchange 
point in connection to the new metro city ring because then it will connect the northern s-tog 
and regional train lines with the fast metro. 
 
4.1.5 Personal Observations 
In order to have a more detailed view of the just mentioned examples and to be not only 
dependent on the description of others we decided to have a look at the stations ourselves. We 
did this field trip to the two stations after we worked the main concepts for physical planning 
of interchange stations out. In this way we made sure that we had an idea what we had to 
mind when going and looking at the stations. The results of our observations should not be an 
own part of the project. They should first of all give us an better picture of the situation at the 
stations and help us to develop a clearer description of the stations and give us some ideas 
about what we can criticise. Moreover the use of personal observations added a more social 
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aspect to the analysis because we could include personal impressions of the stations as actual 
users. 
 
4.1.6 The Use of Maps 
Maps are a central instrument in geographical analysis because they are able to visualise data 
and make it often possible to access spatial patterns easier than just texts and pictures. One 
has to be aware that a map always shows only part of the reality and that this part is often 
presented in a subjective way influenced by the producer of the map. Therefore it is always 
important to note what the problems or the missing parts of a map are. 
However we used maps in different ways: to visualise the space of the examples, to make 
analysis of land use and to provide an overview over a bigger area. Some of the maps are 
made on our own by using ArcMap and the spatial data provided by the server for GIS-data at 
RUC. The maps for analysing land use on the different levels of the stations may be found in 
the appendix whereas the overview maps are placed directly in the text to help to visualise. 
 
4.2 Methodology 
To present a methodology for this project, we need to address several aspects of the field of 
study, its nature and its problems. We will first introduce our use of theory of science and 
how it helps to shape our methods, strategies and our structure for answering our problem 
definition. Following we will discuss elements focusing our field of study; mainly the 
relations between space, planning and social activity. The ending of this chapter will be a 
reflection about what concepts and directions we did not consider in our project but would 
have been connected to our problem. 
 
4.2.1 Theory of Science 
In order to discuss the ontological and epistemological aspects of our process of writing this 
report we want to put it into a theoretical aspect. By working with a problem it is important to 
address these areas to reflect on the chosen method and possibilities in the conclusion of this 
report. This part will begin by discussing the ontology of this project. This will lead to an 
introduction to theory of science used in this project and finally the methodological and 
epistemological consequences. 
 
The area we are studying in this project is not easily defined. Transport can be seen from 
many different angles and as a product of many different surrounding factors. These factors 
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can to a high degree be accounted as structures and developments in the society. As discussed 
in chapter 1, economy and prosperity has shown to increase the need for and the quantity of 
transport through time. At the same time political decisions have influences that can affect a 
mode of transport as the example with road pricing shows. Social and cultural structures play 
an important role as well. The rush hour period is for example very different between Madrid 
and Copenhagen. We do not seek to cover all the factors influencing the field of study neither 
in this chapter nor in this project since the list is long if even fully definable. It is however 
important to stress the fact that transport and interchange is impossible to discuss and analyse 
solely. We have chosen mobility and lifestyle as aspects to deepen our analysis of interchange 
stations. It is important to note that these aspects are not given from the beginning of the 
process of this project. These might not be the most important aspects of transportation, but 
they are aspects that along many others have been discussed by us in the process. We chose to 
use these aspects because they can give an understanding of the potentials of interchange not 
being covered by data-based empirical approaches and therefore try to add a deeper level of 
understanding to this project. 
 
The theory of science used in this project is critical realism. The reason for using this 
approach is founded in the possibilities within the theory. First of all it gives the opportunity 
to work with a complex ontology as an active part of the process of understanding. Secondly 
it favours methods not based solely on inductions or deductions. Thirdly it sets some limits to 
the conclusions possible for a project of this character. We will deepen these reasons by 
defining the aspects of critical realism important to this project. We will describe and discuss 
ontology, epistemology and methods within the approach. 
 
Ontology and Epistemology 
Critical realism was developed as a critique on the dominance of logical positivism within 
economic theory and research. It stresses the need for grasping reality by a full understanding 
of the world instead of reducing it to idealistic forms with no connection to the reality 
(Jespersen 2004). The fact that critical realism is build up around understanding economical 
problems does not reduce it to an instrument for conducting economical research since the 
cornerstone of this theory is to understand society as central to any problem. Thereby the 
theory stresses characteristics of a complex ontology as being inevitable to any academic 
problem analysis and being determining for the methods (Ibid.). 
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Lawson (2001) divides ontology into three levels which also somehow defines the level for 
the search of truth in conducting problem analysis. The first level consists of data. By looking 
at the surrounding world we can describe phenomena as they appear to us. The next level is 
defined as the actual level where the observations can be used to define tendencies. This level 
can give some answers to what is observed in reality but cannot be used to form common 
laws or theories as such. In order to begin to understand reality and coherence it is necessary 
to go into a deeper level of structures and mechanisms. This level is called the transcendent 
level. This is only possible by understanding that the world is constantly changing but with 
structures determining developments. What I observe now is true as we are speaking but 
cannot be used for predicting anything about the future. For that it is necessary to understand 
the reason for events at the deeper level (Jespersen 2001). This also influences the order for 
analyses. It is necessary first to understand and describe the ontology of the field of study. 
Then it is possible to begin to understand what possible knowledge the research can bring, the 
epistemology. First by then it is possible to begin to form methods for how to gain the 
knowledge and only in constant reflection over the field of study and knowing that the 
knowledge gained can still be very uncertain (Ibid.). 
 
 Epistemology is as mentioned very closely linked to the ontology. Due to the complex nature 
of ontology it is first of all hard to come close to unveil reality or defining truth. It can even 
be difficult to say what knowledge is actually possible to gain of about reality. This depends 
on the context and the questions asked. Therefore constant reflection with the ontology is still 
a necessity (Jespersen 2004). 
 
The use of methods in critical realism is not limited to either deduction or induction. As 
mentioned it is not possible to understand structures solely by observations or abstract 
theories. The method should be a combination of both rooted in the ontology. This is called 
reduction within critical realism. The task is to combine observed regularities with carefully 
defined laws. It is important to respect that these laws might not be general but always limited 
by the nature of ontology. The deeper the research moves towards the transcendent level the 
clearer is it possible to define the knowledge gained (Jespersen 2004). 
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4.2.2 Theory of Science and Interchange Mobility 
Now that we have defined the theory it is possible for us to deepen our choice of critical 
realism. As mentioned the choice is based on the field of study, the methods and the possible 
conclusions. We have stated that we regard our field of study as being very complex and 
woven in to many aspects of surrounding society and social life. We have understood that 
looking at physical aspects of interchange and databased experiences cannot fully define the 
potentials in the public transport network of Copenhagen. We need to move deeper into the 
social aspects of transport and thereby social actions. We begin by adding theory about 
mobility to the project to look into the societal aspects of transportation. The idea was to see 
some reasons for why people move the way they do in Copenhagen. We wish to go even 
deeper by discussing aspects of decision making and lifestyles to try to give attention to 
transportation as not only a part of society but also a part of life. However as we move 
towards transcendence the more loose the discussions become and the more abstract from the 
starting point it gets. We must understand that a project of this size gets us never near a full 
understanding of transport processes in a city like Copenhagen and even more important it 
leaves us no right to predict the future of the network, particularly not with those 
developments and changes to come in a near future like the metro city ring and road pricing. 
However what we will be able to, is to point to some negative or positive aspects of current 
station and network design that can influence the way people move and their modal choice. 
 
4.2.3 The Field of Study 
The field we are working with is not easily formulated. As we have already stated the list of 
elements influencing transport and transport behaviour is long. Some of them are tied to 
events far away from the place where the transport we focus on takes place, such as the price 
of gasoline. Some elements are more tied to a reality of Danish society such as available 
income, taxes and law. Some are more locally bound such as possible parking and local 
legislation. Some are harder to define into space such as preferences, ideals and beliefs. We 
will not be able to include all factors affecting transport behaviour. We must leave out many 
aspects. What we have chosen to include depends mainly on two things. First of all we must 
remain focused on the relevance to discussing physical structures and social processes. 
Secondly this project is made within the field of geography. We will now give a short 
description to the way we understand the most important elements within our field of study. 
We must however stress that describing and understanding our field of study is not limited to 
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this chapter. We seek to define and describe it throughout this report and reflect on it when 
relevant. 
 
We see our field as made up mainly by three concepts: space, social processes and structures 
(transport) and physical objects (interchange stations). Interchange is to be researched within 
these concepts. We begin by defining interchange in spatial and physical matter, when 
bringing mobility and lifestyles into our discussion we open up for the social meaning of 
transport. We will now go deeper into these concepts for trying to define our understanding of 
them. 
 
Space and Spatial Borders 
Space and transport can be said to have an internal ambivalence. Physical transport and 
transport planning is mainly focused and highly dependent on space. However, space is the 
problem transport is trying to solve or trying to take the meaning away. In a transport 
perspective space can be defined as dividing and limiting. We try to think transport and space 
together with a concept of optimisation. Transport should connect space and make space 
accessible for all. At the same time it should not interfere with space but integrate with 
existing spatial distinctiveness and potential. The first part is tied to transport as a network 
whereas the second part is more concerned with the physical elements of transport. We will 
return to this later in the report when discussing our examples. 
 
When analysing conjunction points we need to define a border for these points. The physical 
borders of an interchange station are not equivalent to its social borders. By this meant that 
we need to find the space within which it is possible and relevant to reach the station for 
people through the existing network. Such a border is not easy to draw, not to say impossible, 
but we will discuss possible parameters based on which people have access to the station or 
not and what space to include into the sphere of an interchange point. It is also important to 
stress the fact that a certain station for its own is not only defined by actual travels. There will 
always be more possible journeys than the number of actual journeys. Even a small change in 
a range of factors can mean a change in the space of a network of public transportation. It is 
important to underline that time/space, hereby meaning travel length and time, is important to 
asses when discussing modes and possibilities for transport. Both time and space are 
important to modal choices. 
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Finally we have one last definition of the spatial concept in this project. When talking space 
in relation to physical travels, we divide it into three spatial levels. The first being the space of 
the interchange station itself, the second being the surrounding space and the third being the 
space from where people access the station. There are as mentioned not clear borders for these 
levels. We will however have an ongoing discussion on these borders. 
 
The Spatial and the Social 
In order to explain the relationship between space and social processes Henri Lefebvre 
defines space as made up by three aspects; the processes of space, those representing in the 
space and those represented in space. The first part covers the production in space, the 
meaningful and continuous actions and processes within the space. Within this concept is the 
dialectic of space, where space and the social relations, systems and structures of space are 
contentiously shaping each other.  The second covers the articulations of space by those 
describing and shaping the space, a public discourse of space, a top down creation of space. 
The third is made up by those 'belonging' to the space, those whose lives are caught up in the 
space, and shapes it, the bottom up creators of space (Hansen/Simonsen, 2004). 
 
Lefebvres theory of space is very abstract and discursive. However our view on transport is 
closely linked to this view. We see transport as made up by structures, design, policy and the 
actual users and that space transport and social processes are woven into each other. Transport 
is highly connected to social processes and spatial structures and it is important to take both in 
to equal consideration when analysing and discussing the development of transport. 
 
4.2.4 Left out of the project 
Sustainability 
Although sustainability plays an important role in describing the problems of present urban 
transport, we do not wish to make it a parameter for our analysis. It is not our aim to analyse 
the sustainability of urban transport. In the first chapter of this report we have concluded that 
extensive auto mobility is not sustainable in the present form and this is why a well integrated 
transport network is needed, which forms the base of our analysis. We will therefore not go 
into more detail about the sustainability of public transport which would be a totally different 
idea to work on. 
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Policy-Making 
The political decisions behind all aspects of transport planning will not be taken into 
consideration unless it is a part of another discussion. The reason is linked to the next concept. 
 
Political Structures 
The area of political responsibility and power within transportation is not to be found in this 
project either. It is not that the area is not of high importance and relevance, but the area is 
simply to comprehensive (especially after the public reform) and will take to much focus 
away from geographical discussion. 
 
Economic Aspects 
There are discussions on costs and pricing in this project. However we have chosen not to 
bring descriptions and analyses on actual pricing of public transportation as well as not having 
budgets as part of discussing potentials and problems. Again we find that despite the 
importance and relevance it is too far from the geographical starting point of our project. 
 
Single Journey Analysis 
The aim of the project is not to define exactly who might choose public transportation. Partly 
because we seek to look at a broader planning perspective, but at least as important is that the 
incentives for changes in travel behaviour change rapidly and are expected to change drastic 
in the next five to ten years due to road pricing. Therefore we have chosen not to use single 
journey data, but to look at journeys in flows. This also affects our typology which will be 
more general in order to define a group or even groups that might use public transportation 
more in future. 
  
Analysis of Urban Structure Affecting Travel and Mobility 
We will mention that according to different approaches and ideas (for example Næss (2006) 
or the StadtLeben project (see chapter 5)) urban structure affects the travel behaviour of 
individuals as well. We agree with this idea but due to a lack of time and space in this report 
and our project we will not go into more detail about these approaches. 
 
 25/68 
5 Planning Networks and Interchange  
This chapter will add a physical perspective to the problems faced for sustainable 
transportation. It will focus on the interchange station in the urban transport network. The 
chapter will contain two parts. First we will present aspects of physical planning. This is to 
consider as the theoretical aspect of interchange. Secondly we will present a brief introduction 
to the development of the greater Copenhagen transport network with a focus on the last 
decades in order to have an overview prior to discussing interchange stations in the next part 
of the chapter. 
 
5.1 Planning Aspects 
This part is divided into two pieces. The first part consists of more general theories on 
integration of transport and the second outlines aspects more tied to surveys and experiences. 
The aspects presented are however very coherent. 
 
5.1.1 Integration 
In order to make transportation within a city more sustainable it is very important to integrate 
public transport as well as possible.  
There exist few direct, theoretical definitions but for example White (2009) defines public 
transport quite widely as transport with all modes available for the public. This definition 
includes in his view following modes: Taxis, private hire vehicles (cars and coaches) and 
domestic air services as well as the railways and buses (White 2009). For this project, 
according to our focus on Copenhagen, we will work with a more specialised definition of 
public transport. We consider public transport mainly as the network of scheduled bus 
services, railways (including metro, s-tog, regional and intercity trains). However it is 
important to stress that there is no reason for building trenches between public and individual 
transportation. A journey can easily be made of modes of public and individual transport.   
 
As previously stated, well integrated public transport is essential for establishing sustainable 
transport within a city. But what does integration in the context of public transport really 
stand for? 
Integration is in general understood as the process of matching together different systems in 
order to improve their effects (Potter/Skinner 2000). Potter/Skinner (2000) tried to make a 
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typology of transport integration in order to provide an overview over the complex and often 
differently used term: 
 
• Functional/Modal Integration: The attempt to reorganise or plan systems in a way 
that changing between different networks and modes of transport is easily possible. 
• Transport and Planning Integration: The connecting land use planning and 
transport because land use has a big influence on the generation of journeys. 
• Social Integration: The consulting of all actors within Transport (i.e. providers, users, 
organisations which are major generators of journeys, the through noise or pollution 
affected people etc). 
• Environmental, Economic and Transport Policy Integration: The general process 
of connecting, structuring and managing of the other 3 types of integration in order to 
increase their benefits. This means an over all integration of all the different types on a 
policy making level. 
 
We will mostly concentrate on the “Functional/Modal Integration” and also include some 
aspects of “Transport and Planning Integration”. Therefore these two types have to be 
described more in detail. We will start with some detail about this point before discussing 
“Transport and Planning Integration”. As the name already shows it can be divided into two 
subtypes with the following contents (Skinner/Potter 2000): 
 
• Functional Integration: This type of integration describes the establishing of general 
fare systems which allow switching between different modes of transport using the 
same ticket and therefore making such journeys much easier. 
• Modal Integration: This type contains the changes to enable easy changes between 
different modes of transport because the stations are located very close to each other 
and because of timetable adjustments. 
 
If we now move on to a more detailed picture of “Transport and Planning Integration” we can 
see that this statement of the typology is strongly supported by a case study of Copenhagen 
made by Petter Næss (2006). In his conclusion he lines out that his case study shows clearly 
that the travel behaviour and the generation of trips are strongly affected by residential 
location, which means no more than land use issues have also to be considered if talking 
about “Transport Integration”. “Transport and Planning Integration” stands for the connection 
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of land use planning with transportation planning. This kind of integration should reduce the 
demand for travels in order to counter the increasing traffic. According to Næss (2006) the 
most important factors for influencing travel behaviour around Copenhagen are the following 
ones: 
 
• Location relative to central Copenhagen (city-hall square) 
• Distance to the next urban centre (sub-centre with a concentration of regionally 
oriented retail stores) 
• Distance between the housing and the next urban railway station 
• Inhabitant density and number of working places in the own housing area 
 
The project will focus on “Modal Integration” of public transport through a discussion about 
organising, structuring and locating intersection points in a way that transport in a city gets 
more flexible and therefore more attractive. As mentioned in our approach of sustainability 
increasing the use of public transport is an essential instrument to achieve this aim. 
Increasing the attractiveness of public transport is very important to get people to change from 
travelling by private car to travelling with public transport. This means to ensure that 
travelling by public transport is sensed as “seamless” travelling (Ibrahim 2003). 
According to this intersection points have a very important role for the integration of public 
transport in general but also for the integration of a new mode or line of public transport into 
an existing network. They link the different parts of a network (lines or modes of transport) 
and ensure the before mentioned “seamless” travelling. In relation to this intersection points 
guarantee that the network can be used in the most effective way by a lot of different users 
and they help to provide better accessibility to public transport and a higher degree of 
flexibility for the system. In the words of Ibrahim (2003) integration of public transport 
should lead to moving around the city “via rider-friendly intermodal facilities and 
interconnections”. 
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5.1.2 Interchange Points 
Interchange stations characterise the locations in a public transport network where the 
different modes and lines meet and passengers have the possibility to switch between them 
(Ibrahim 2003, Potter/Skinner 2000). Such interchanges ensure that travelling in a public 
transport network is “seamless” which means that changing between different modes of 
transport as well as switching between different lines can be done as comfortably as possible. 
An intersection point connects at least to different modes of transport, and a large number of 
passenger’s board transportation. This definition opens up for an inclusion of stations of a 
variety of size and passenger numbers. We wish to first address the main aspects of 
interchange stations and the partially the spatial impacts on travel but also the spatial impacts 
of the interchange station. 
 
For a definition of the most important elements of interchange, Rodrigue et al. (2006) present 
three main concepts for urban transit and interchange: 
 
• Accessibility: concerned with the distance to a transit stop, is highly dependent on 
the density of land use. Is related to the ‘primary stop’ and not so much the 
interchange aspect. (Accessibility however has a meaning to the interchange 
station which will be described later.) 
• Convergence: connected to the different kinds of convergence in interchange 
stations, especially convergence of modes, but also convergence in relation to 
land use (e.g. convergence of business and living). Is proportionally rising in 
importance by use of interchange station. This also concludes convergence 
between private and public modes and stresses the need for park & ride facilities 
(P&R) and especially important for Denmark, bike parking facilities. 
• Integration: is tied to the function of the interchange station and how it is placed 
in relation to the surroundings. The integration of functions concerned with the 
land use of the station itself, how it is designed, how the different levels and 
platforms are connected, while the relational integration is concerned with the 
land use of the surrounding urban area. 
 
White (2009) discusses the physical design of interchange stations. In this platform design, 
ticketing and P&R are key elements. In platform design it is stressed that level changes are 
confusing and time consuming for the traveller and should be minimized (White 2009). 
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Especially for buses it is important to take the traveller into consideration for platform design 
as well and to avoid road crosses and level changes (pedestrian tunnels), which make a 'bay' 
for bus stops connected to the station the most optimal interchange platform (Ibid.). Ticketing 
is more focused with the overall network design and not directly concerned with the station. 
However, automatic ticketing or easy accessible ticket machines can make the journey easier 
and help to minimize travel time. P&R are also important for using the full potential of a 
network (often rail, since car and bus travel combinations are rare). The actual need for P&R 
is highly dependent on land use, where stations in suburban areas with more spread urban 
areas and low public transport service should expect a much higher percentage of possible bus 
and train combined travels than stations in dense urban areas with good public transport 
connections to the station. Pricing is a key factor for the use of these facilities as well as the 
potential time saved. It is noted that car users are not likely to change on travels within 6 km 
unless car driving is seriously restrained (Ibid.). 
 
A design analysis was carried out from the Danish Ministry of Traffic (Færdselsstyrelsen 
1998) to give an overall picture of the standards of Danish stops, terminals and stations. This 
also resulted in a major list of facilities that should be provided when boarding public 
transportation. This list is highly dependent on passenger numbers and waiting time but most 
importantly it stresses information for travellers such as map of network, terminal and local 
area, current orientation and updated travel information. 
 
It is however important to state that interchange is to begin with a problem concerning 
commuters and attracting people to public transportation. For them interchange may result in 
a waste of the time (time used for in changing and waiting). These problems can be 
minimized by planning interchange as part of the travel, especially by thinking modes 
together in route and schedule planning (White 2009). Schedule planning will however not be 
a part of our analysis, because this field would be a project on its own. 
 
5.1.3 Summary 
Convergence and integration are key elements in planning well functioning public 
transportation. A seamless travel from door to door by high speed urban rail is not possible 
for most residents in Copenhagen. Therefore interchange stations are important to a network 
of this size. There are however several levels to planning interchange stations and networks. 
First of all there are the aspects tied to planning of the actual station such as design, 
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Figure 2: Engsplanen 1947 (The Fingerplan) 
   (Vejdirektoratet) 
information and accessibility. Further on there are aspects more concerned with the local 
placement of the station, the aspects of land use integration by Rodrigue et. al. and Næss. 
Finally overall network planning is defined by coherence and modal integration. Design 
matters and even small elements at the station have importance. Moreover major stations can 
be an active part of an urban space, but the role of a passive obstruction is also possible. 
 
Interchange can be used to optimize existing modes and networks, but it requires integration 
and convergence of schedules and modes, bike parking, maybe P&R facilities. Everything is 
highly dependent of land use. It is therefore hard to make a steady concept, as an analysis will 
have to begin with space. We will now try to give an overview over the public transport 
network of Copenhagen.  
 
5.2 Copenhagen Historically 
In order to give an introduction to the geographical space of this project we will present an 
introduction to land and transport planning in greater Copenhagen over the last 60 years. We 
will describe the main ideas and projects since the end of World War II to give an overview 
over what has provided the current physical form and transport network of Copenhagen. 
Secondly we will look into the network of central Copenhagen and the accomplishments of 
present development. 
 
5.2.1 Greater Copenhagen 
From the time before and during World War II 
there was a common wish to make a general 
plan for land use in Copenhagen. Such a plan 
was presented by the town planner Steen Eiler 
Rasmussen in 1947, called Egnsplanen (or 
Fingerplanen – the finger plan). The main idea 
behind this plan was to allot space for living, 
business, industry, recreation and nature, to 
avoid that Copenhagen would develop into a 
dense city like seen in other places all around 
in Europe (e.g. Paris). To do so it was sketched 
that Copenhagen should develop along strings 
of main roads and suburban railways but keep 
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space between these strings for nature and recreation. This plan would also take advantage of 
previous developments of Copenhagen and the limited early network of the suburban railway. 
 
The plan was never directly adopted, but the main ideas was adapted into the legislation on 
the area (1949) and in the plans made up through the 50’s, where zone allotment came to 
define the development of the suburban areas (Gaardmand 1993). Since then development of 
motorways and suburban railway has followed this plan, where the railways are now found 
along the dense areas and the motorways are found between these. 
 
A series of plans were discussed in the 60’s and 70’s. The ambitions for Copenhagen were 
high, but no groundbreaking changes were made considering transportation- or land use 
planning. There was however a general flow of households from central Copenhagen to newly 
built suburban areas in the allotted areas along the strings of Egnsplanen (Gaardmand 1993). 
In the 80’s the decentralised centre Høje Taastrup was built with a new railway station to take 
the heat from Copenhagen central station by handling interchange from the railway lines of 
Sealand. By extending the suburban railway to this station and Køge the current extension in 
the suburbs had been reached in the mid 80’s (Gaardmand 1993). 
 
5.2.2 Central Copenhagen 
The network of streets and public transportation in central Copenhagen is more or less the 
result of the planning from over a century ago. The main routes of traffic are radiant from the 
city centre with some major ring connections. The public transportation network is mainly 
consisting of buses with the overall routing still shaped by the former tram network from the 
first decades of the 20th century. Alongside the bus network, the suburban railway radiates 
from the centre but covers not all areas of central Copenhagen. The car traffic passing through 
Copenhagen has tried to be minimized by the motorway network of the suburbs. The overall 
car traffic has been more or less stagnant through the last decades, but car ownership has 
increased drastic. Alongside bus, train and car, biking remains a popular and fast mode of 
transportation within central Copenhagen. 
 
Over the last decade, central Copenhagen has been witness to a general improvement in 
public transportation. The first improvement was the coordination of express buses (S-busser) 
and frequent buses (A-busser) into a new network (byens net). Secondly the completion of the 
metro has increased the number of rail stations seemingly and finally the extension of the 
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Figure 3: Main rail, metro and road network CPH 
previous urban rail with a ring connection which combined with the other improvements has 
meant a decrease in travel time along the main routes. The base network of buses has however 
suffered in number and frequency due to these improvements. With the planned completion of 
the new metro in 2018 central Copenhagen will be covered by a web of rail and metro lines 
causing a majority of locations to be within walking distance of a station. Many new stations 
will be built and several existing stations will be turned in to interchange stations of increased 
importance. One example is Østerport Station which we use as an example for an analysis in 
this project but also the Main Station, Nørrebro and Kongens Nytorv are expected to 
experience increased passenger numbers and interchanges when the metro is finished. 
 
To end the part on Copenhagen, functional integration has been a reality for the past four 
decades in Copenhagen, covering the city, the suburbs and the hinterland. Therefore we do 
not discuss this aspect further. 
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5.3 Examples of Interchange Stations 
This part of the chapter will describe and analyse the physical structure of Flintholm and 
Østerport station as examples of current and future interchange stations in Copenhagen. An 
introduction to the station (description of the physical location and structure) will be followed 
by an analysis of the same by using the concepts outlined in previous part.  
 
5.3.1 Flintholm Station 
Flintholm Station is situated about 5 kilometres west of the city centre of Copenhagen on the 
boarder between the municipality of Copenhagen (Vanløse) and Frederiksberg. The station is 
located in a small park by the second ring road around Copenhagen. The area has been 
occupied by rail since early 20th century, but a station was not placed until 2004 when the 
current station was finished as a conjunction between the newly finished metro, the planned 
extension of the transversal s-tog (line F) and the connection to Frederikssund from the city 
centre (line C and H). The station was planned to become the third biggest station in Denmark 
(by passenger number) after Nørreport and the Main Station. The station won a diploma for 
beautifying Copenhagen in 2004 (Banedanmark, 2008). 
 
Flintholm is connected by three modes of public transport; s-tog, metro and bus. The s-tog is 
made up by two main lines, the radial line from the Main Station to Frederikssund and the 
transversal ring line between Hellerup and Ny Ellebjerg. The metro connects Amager, the city 
centre, Frederiksberg and Vanløse. The busses count the lines 10, 13, 21 and 142. 
 
The radial lines (line C and H) connect the Main Station and Valby Station (both connected to 
regional and intercity lines) with the north-western suburbs. The most important are Herlev, 
Skovlunde, Ballerup and Frederikssund. The line is connected to some A-busses and S-busses 
(mainly suburban transversal lines. Frequency at daily hours is 9 trains per hour in each 
direction, however only 6 trains per hour go all the way to Frederikssund on the western line.  
 
The transversal line (line F) is a newly extended ring line 4-5 km from the city centre. The 
line intersects all suburban lines and all radial A- and S-buses. The frequency during daily 
hours is high (12 departures per hour in each direction). 
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Figure 4: Overview over Flintholm st from the north (BaneDanmark) 
The metro runs from Amager over the city centre and Frederiksberg to Vanløse close to 
Flintholm. It connects to all radial lines s-tog lines and a large number of domestic train 
lines in Copenhagen at Nørreport along with two radial S-buses and two radial A-buses. 
Further A-bus connections are at Kongens Nytorv, Forum and Fasanvej, in total connecting 
to all A-bus lines.  The frequency is high, up to 40 trains per hour during day time. 
 
The buses serving Flintholm station consist of lines mainly connecting the neighbouring 
towns (Brønshøj, Rødovre, Valby, Nord-Vest). Line 10 has recently been extended to connect 
Brønshøj and further connects Syd-Vest and the city centre. Line 13 is a suburban radial line 
and connects Glostrup and Rødovre in its western line and Bellahøj to the north. Line 21 is 
transversal and connects Rødovre in one end and Nord-Vest in the other. These lines have a 
frequency of 4-6 departures in daily hours. Line 142 radiates to the western suburbs with 
relatively low frequency. 
 
The station is based on two different levels, both on street level due to a slope at the eastern 
side of the station. The lowest level is made up by an eastern and a western platform. The 
western platform is connected to Grøndalsparkvej and the bus terminal and the Ellebjerg line. 
The eastern platform is connected to Flintholm Allé by stairs where the Hellerup rail 
connection is located. The upper level consists of the metro and the radial rail line platforms 
(island platforms) which cross the ring line. They are both connected to both lower level 
platforms by stairs and escalators. 
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The eastern entrance at the lower level is where parking for bikes and cars and the taxi ranks 
are located. Plenty bike parking space is provided, whereas car parking is very limited. The 
bus stops are all in connection to the platform of the ring line in the direction of Ellebjerg 
except for line 142 which is located across two lanes for cars and buses. At this directly 
accessible platform a pizza bar is placed. The western entrance contains parking for bikes. 
The total number of bike parking spaces directly located at Flintholm station is 400 and there 
are a total of 37 parking spaces for cars. Down the slope at the platform an integrated kiosk 
and ticket sale is located. The design of the eastern entrance to the station may not be final as 
the municipality of Frederiksberg has not yet finished its plans for the area lying in this 
direction of the station. 
 
The platforms are situated below a massive glass roof which is open to all sides. It has some 
5000 m2 under roof. There are numerous ticket machines as well as vouchers for cards. There 
are information boards for rail and metro lines, but no bus information besides schedules. 
 
The near surroundings of the station are dominated by villas to the western side and apartment 
buildings to the east. As already mentioned earlier part of the western area is at the moment 
being transformed from industry to residential and commercial land use with relatively high 
density.  
 
The expectation for the station was that it was to be the third biggest station with 55.000 daily 
passengers and among these 39.000 interchanges (70% of all travels will be interchange). 
Changes to and from the ring rail is expected to count 30.000 (Banedanmark, 2008). 
  
Analysis 
The analysis of Flintholm station is structured in a way that the scale of the oberservation and 
interpretation increases through the process. It will begin with the discussion of the local scale 
of the station and then lead to the discussion of the location within the public transport 
network of Copenhagen. 
 
The structure of an interchange station itself contributes a lot to its success to increase 
flexibility in an urban public transport network. Especially the experience of seamless travel 
while using the particular system depends on this factor. In general the basic principal of 'the 
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simpler the better' seems to be desirable. Therefore we will start by discussing on the lowest 
scale; the station itself (organisation, design, land use, etc.). 
The overall structure of the station is mainly affected by the use of open bridges instead of 
closed tunnels to connect the tracks and platforms. This gives the station a very open design 
and the passenger a more secure feeling by giving an overview over the station. This bridge 
structure probably derived from the fact that the conjunction of the tracks were already there 
and the station was build afterwards in connection to the new metro lines. This not only 
resulted in this bridge idea but also shaped the whole design of the station because it is newly 
built and not based on an older station structure. Therefore the design is very modern. 
As already explained, the station at Flintholm is based only on 2 levels which is an advantage, 
but still leads to some difficulties with this organisation. It is obvious that the alternatives for 
actually organising the lines and the attached platforms were limited according to the routeing 
of the different lines. So the structure with the platform for the ring line at the ground level 
and the other platforms for the s-tog to Frederikssund and the metro on the second level above 
was more or less given. But the arrangement of the stairways and especially the signalisation 
for platform links is not fully adequate. The signs are often too small or unclear and often 
located in dark spots although the station is actually very light. 
Moreover one stairway which connects the metro platforms with the ring line platform in the 
direction of Hellerup is quite hidden between the pillars for the metro tracks. 
 
 
Figure 6: Hidden stairway at Flintholm st 
    (own picture) 
 
Figure 5: Confusing signs at Flintholm st 
    (own picture) 
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When looking at the platforms for the ring line, it is obvious that they seem to isolate the 
eastern part of the station from the bus terminal. This point was probably unavoidable due to 
the direction of the already existing ring line which is actually separating not only the parts of 
the station but the surrounding area as well (which will be discussed later in this part). But 
still the organisation of the shop and the pizza-bar at the station are not really thought 
through. The kort&godt shop with ticket sale is located at the platform hardest to access. 
The bus terminal is located at the western street-faced side of the station with direct access to 
the platform of the ring line and the stairs to the metro and finger line platforms. The buses 
have to leave the street and drive into a separate square where also taxis stands and car 
parking is provided. All the bus lines except the line 142 stop immediately at the platform. 
There are three bus stops, one each for south- and north-going buses and one for metro 
substitute buses. But the strange location of the line 142 which runs only with a low 
frequency is according to the ideas of transfer by Banister problematic because it is isolated 
from the other bus stops and is quite far from the rail and metro platforms. As a reason for this 
strange location we can only think of the idea that because it is the end station of the line it 
would block the other lines if it was located in the same place. But a rearrangement of the bus 
stations just along the rail platform could perhaps make it possible to get space for this line as 
well. Further on it is noticeable that there are no actual shelters at the bus stops and that all 
seating at the stops is not under the major roof. Waiting hours can be up to one hour for a bus 
(line 142 at night or Sunday).  
The from the Ministry of Traffic stressed need for information for passengers is well 
established for the s-tog and the metro lines, but a good oversight for the bus lines is missing. 
There are screens with updated traffic information on all the platforms except at the bus stops. 
Furthermore the already mentioned isolation of the eastern platform could also be seen in 
another more general problem. The station at Flintholm seems to be a barrier between the 
eastern and the western part of the station. It is difficult to cross the station in this direction 
even though there is a direct bridge form one side to the other. Especially crossings for e.g. 
older people, bikes users and disabled people may be problematic though escalators are 
available. An additional ramp might be a solution. 
 
In addition to the structure and design of the station itself, the space around the station is 
important when analysing the contribution of an interchange station to more flexible public 
transportation networks according to the ideas of integration. The space of interchange 
stations has in our opinion 3 levels. The first level is the space of the actual station, its 
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physical location. Level 2 and 3 can be seen as the 'spaces of influence'. They contain all areas 
from where people come to and go to from the station. This is important because the success 
of an interchange station is not only dependent on the modal integration itself but also the 
land use patterns around the station (defines as being within walking access within a 
reasonable walking distance of 600m) and the areas and stations connected by feeder-lines (s-
tog and bus lines). So we have level 2 which contains the area around the station (walking 
distance 600m) and level 3 with all the areas at the stations of the feeder lines. 
We already discussed the space of the station itself and we will now go on by looking at the 
second level of space. If we then analyse the land use of this area just around Flintholm 
station it can be registered that west of the station the land use is dominated by lower density 
single house areas and to the east of the station a former industrial area is being transformed 
into apartments with higher density of housing. So we may conclude that the land use around 
the station is quite mixed, but slightly dominated by lower density housing. This is affecting 
especially the use of Flintholm as a local area station serving the surrounding area. If we now 
also account that people could take the bus to the station we will have to look at the bus lines 
serving the station.  If it is a central aim to use Flintholm station as a local station as well, the 
bus lines should be planned as feeder-lines. At the moment the bus lines at Flintholm station 
do not seem to be planned fully as local feeder-lines. They seem more to have other 
connection purposes and the connection of Flintholm station is more a positive secondary 
effect. This may also be seen as a indication that the purpose and therefore the focus of 
Flintholm station is the providing of a interchange possibility to the metro not really for the 
immediate surrounding but for the commuters coming in by the s-tog on the ring and finger 
line. 
 
Modal integration and convergence is of essential importance for an interchange station. It is 
depending on the location of the station within the broader transport network. The three 
modes of transport at Flintholm station provide actually a number of 9 lines serving the 
station: 
 
• 2 metro lines (M1, M2) 
• 3 s-tog lines (C, F, H) 
• 4 bus lines (10,13, 21, 142) 
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The role of the bus lines for Flintholm has already been outlined in the paragraph before. 
They do not seem to have their main purpose in connecting Flintholm station to all local 
areas. 
The metro connection of the station in contrast gives fast access to the city centre and 
Frederiksberg not only for people arriving at Flintholm by bus or just coming from the 
surrounding area by bike or on foot but mainly for people coming in with the s-tog. Flintholm 
station’s main purpose seems to be the interchange possibility between the s-tog and the fast 
metro lines which bring people into the centre of Copenhagen within a few minutes. As 
mentioned earlier people will change from the finger line already at Vanløse and therefore the 
main change made at Flintholm station is interchange from the s-tog ring line to the metro or 
the other s-tog towards Valby or Frederikssund. 
 
After this discussion about the feeder-lines of Flintholm station it is now also very intersesting 
to consider the land use along those incoming lines in order to create a broader picture of the 
third level of Flintholm station. Due to a lack of time and space in our project we will not go 
into a detailed analysis of land use. We will try to give a brief idea of what the general 
patterns of land use are around the stations of the feeder-lines by analysing some rough maps 
of land use generated with the spatial-data from the server for GIS at RUC. Hereby we chose 
to focus on the region west of Flintholm because we expect a lot of people from this area to 
use Flintholm station as an interchange point on their way to work in the city centre or other 
parts of Copenhagen. Furthermore we chose Ballerup station for a closer look at the land use 
patterns of a suburban station area and we considered also a more general view of all the 
stations from Flintholm station to Fredrikssund. If we first look at the land use patterns around 
Ballerup station we may see that measured at area of land coverage low building areas have a 
higher percentage than actually high rise areas. But the interesting fact is that as in theory 
often demanded the high rise areas are nearly all located within a reasonable walking distance 
of the railway stations and the low build areas are not connected to such a pattern. They seem 
to follow patterns of major roads. This pattern is then further supported by the more general 
view if one considers all the stations located at the finger line to Fredrikssund. The stations 
between Måløv and Fredrikssund (furthest to the west) do not show any high rise areas at all. 
So the land use a long the finger line out to Fredrikssund may be briefly characterised by 
having densely populated build areas directly next to the lines and the more west we get (the 
greater the distance towards central Copenhagen gets) the less existence of high rise. This fact 
though may give the idea that mostly people living in those denser built areas of the suburbs 
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use the s-tog and therefore Flintholm station during their travels. The distanced structure of 
low rise areas which could be interpreted as single housing areas with a likely high car 
ownership rate and the custom to use the car as main transport mode could be attracted to use 
public transportation by providing P&R facilities at the railway stations which hardly exists. 
The discussion here would then be where to place them, at the actual closest station to the 
areas or at a station which lies more in the direction of the main aims of the car travels as 
proposed by White (2008). White (2008) states that people will drive as far as possible before 
changing to public transport and therefore P&R should be provided at stations at the finger 
lines which lie close to the urban centre but still not in the very dense populated area. Another 
aspect is whether people will actually combine car and public transport in Denmark at the 
moment with the current taxation system (fees being attached to car ownership and not 
actually mileage). However there are strong indications that if road pricing becomes a reality 
these combinations will become more likely. 
 
A summary and a conclusion of this analysis and the one for Østerport station will be made 
together after the part concerning the example of Østerport station. 
 
5.3.2 Østerport Station 
Similar to the part about Flintholm station the following part will first describe the structure 
of Østerport station and then analyse it by using the concepts from part 3.1.  
 
The current train station at Østerport is located at the northern part of the city centre at the 
border to Østerbro and was built in 1897. It is a station connected by most of the s-tog lines 
and regional lines. All trains from the centre to north and northwest stop here, however the s-
tog is the most used mode followed by regionaltog and bus (Transport- og Energiministeriet 
2005). The station is covered by 5 suburban rail lines and one regional connection to the north 
(Kystbanen) as well as numerous lines connecting to Sealand and the rest of Denmark. There 
are three radial bus lines including one A-bus.  
 
The s-tog connects the city centre with the north-western suburbs such as Bagsværd and 
Farum on the north-west line and Gentofte, Lyngby and Hillerød on the nort-north-west line. 
Further a short line connects to Klampenborg. The lines seperate furhter north at Hellerup, 
and here by connect Østerbro on the way to the city centre with Østerport as the first stop in 
the centre. 
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The regional train connects the northern suburbs and the commuter town of Helsingør with 
the city centre. Further on there are connections to all of Sealand and the rest of Denmark by 
regional and intercity trains and connections to Sweden. Although Østerport is serviced by 
this large number of lines, Nørreport is by far the most favoured station for interchanges to 
and from north and north-west. The buses connect Østerbro and the city centre through 
Kongens Nytorv and Nørreport with numerous connections to A- and S-buses. The frequency 
for all rail and bus lines is relatively high, depending on the destination and the time of the 
day. 
 
The station is located on Oslo Plads on a main route from the city centre to Østerbro 
(Østerbrogade). The station is divided into a station building and three platforms, one for 
suburban rail and two for regional and intercity trains. The building connects these platforms 
to the south along side a bridge to the north. At the front area there are bus connections to the 
north and to the south across the street, connected by two tunnels. At the lower level there are 
two rail platforms used respectively for suburban line H and as extra platform for regionaltog 
separated from the others by the bridge and connected by the tunnels. 
 
The station contains ticket sales and a kiosk as well as a café, a small supermarket and a bike 
rental. The station has bike parking for 650 bikes but only 11 car parking lots. The station 
area including the front is at the moment a building site for new deposit tracks close to the 
station. 
 
As part of the new metro city ring, Østerport will be connected to the metro network by 
approximately 2018. The metro will connect Østerport with among others Nørrebro Station, 
the Main Station and Kongens Nytorv. The metro link will be located under ground just west 
of the current station. It will be connected through a tunnel from the station building. This will 
mean an additional level to the station, lower than the current tracks (Transport- 
Energiministeriet 2005). The new metro will mean a small increase in passenger numbers for 
Regional trains and a small decrease for suburban trains. However, it will almost double 
passenger numbers for rail lines at the station (shared nearly 50/50 between suburban/regional 
trains and metro) (Transport- Energiministeriet 2005).   
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Figure 7: Hidden elevator and unpleasant passage at Østerport st 
    (own picture) 
Analysis 
According to the structure of the analysis of Flintholm we will now analyse Østerport station 
by using the more or less same structure as for Flintholm station. The analysis will start with a 
discussion of the structure and design of the actual station as well as the extension with the 
metro connection. The analysis will be divided into discussing the three different levels of an 
interchange station; the station, the local area (local commuting) and the full area (regional 
commuting). 
 
Our observations at Østerport Station showed us a somewhat disordered station, especially in 
connection to Flintholm. The overall impression is a darker and less coherent station. Despite 
the relative simplicity of the station the transfer between bus and train is difficult, and 
relatively poorly signed. The station itself is as well disordered. There are relatively easy 
connections between the rail through-traffic, but the fact that rail connection is all together 
divided by the street can be seen as quite confusing, mainly due to a lack of signing. The 
services provided by the station are generally of a high quality. There is separate ticket sale 
and kiosk, network and operation information is plentiful and generally good signing. So the 
functional aspects are good. But the sub street crossing for buses and some rail connections 
represents an integrational challenge. This problem is further enhanced by the state of the 
tunnel as dark and messy which may be regarded as unsafe. 
 
If we see the station as single 
elements the picture is however 
different. The train platforms are 
well ordered and the information at 
hand is updated and adequate. There 
are good seating opportunities and 
all platforms are covered or have 
shelters. There are info screens for 
all rail departures and the 
passageways between the platforms 
are well signed, lit and most 
important direct, so leaving the station is not necessary, neither for purchasing tickets. The 
bus platforms are newly built and lines running in the same direction are assembled. Shelters 
are plenty and in good shape and information boards are updated.  There are however no 
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operation information besides for A-bus services. The problem comes with interchange and 
convergence of modes at the station. The link from train to bus is possible through the tunnel 
or by a traffic light about 50 metres from the station. Elevators are available but hidden away 
in a corner of the tunnel at the platform level by the rail platforms and not available for access 
from the tunnel to the bus platform across from the station.  
 
The general design of the station building is aesthetically discussable but functionally well 
designed. It can however be discussed what the meaning of an extra level will be. Adding the 
metro to the station will be a significant improvement in terms of modal integration in central 
Copenhagen and for the station itself. However there are no plans to make any restructures of 
the existing station neither for rail nor bus interchanges. The metro will just be linked to the 
station building by a tunnel which will increase the problems already faced, but can however 
be modified by proper signing. 
 
The area around the station is defined by a high degree of divided land use. There are areas of 
high density housing, but also areas mainly used for offices and two parks. However it is a 
part of Copenhagen where the density is high. Despite a few shops at the station the number 
of shops in the area is quite low. There can of course be several explanations for this, but 
there seem to be indications to the fact that the station and the area have some unused 
potential. 
 
The local feeder lines are limited to the bus lines, biking and walking. P&R is not a real 
possibility. The bus lines limit to serving parts of the city centre and parts of Østerbro. Further 
there are no express buses which limit the area of access to the station. Biking as a feeder 
mode is well planned by adequate parking opportunities. Walking accessibility is also made 
easy by the northern bridge leading directly from the tracks to the high density housing area 
north-west of the station. 
 
The possibility for Østerport as a long range interchange station is obvious. All north going 
rail traffic is accessible from the station and the network covers many large and important 
suburbs. However there are relatively few interchanges at Østerport whereas Nørreport seems 
to handle most interchanges from the north and Østerport mainly is reduced to a station for 
the local commuters. The main source for potential interchanges to rail and bus is probably 
the northern regional line (Kystbanen). It is a highly used line connecting a large urban area 
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stretched along the coast north of Copenhagen. The rail line is frequent (compared to other 
regional lines) with six departures on the main stretch to Nivå during daily hours. The 
connected area consists of a large number of towns grown together. The towns are mainly 
concentrated around the area and not as spread as the western part of Copenhagen. The towns 
are however less dense and more characterised by single family housing causing large urban 
areas with many households not within walking distance of a station. The areas with more 
dense land use (high rise) are some places connected to the station as e.g. Kokkedal, but are 
not the case everywhere. This indicates a need for extensive feeder lines and good parking 
opportunities for cars and bikes at the stations. The bus connections are made as feeder lines 
often running between two or more stations and connecting to the urban areas to the west of 
the rail line. There are numerous routes, but frequency is very low especially on weekends 
and evenings. There are no direct P&R facilities, but stations will often be close to a limited 
number of free parking spaces. Bike parking possibilities are plenty. 
 
An exception is however Helsingør which has several high rise areas. The case is still a bus 
network with low frequency and poor parking opportunities at the station. Despite these 
factors the rail line is heavily used but better feeder lines could provide even more passengers 
to this line also considering frequent conjectures on the motorway serving the area. 
 
Further on the area is poorly connected to other major suburbs. The only station with good 
and frequent services to other urban areas in the north is Kokkedal with two S-bus services. 
This means that the railway line is easily accessible from other major cities in the area, all 
though Østerport can usually be reached by S-train from the major suburban towns.  
 
5.3.3 Summary and Conclusion 
Flintholm station can in general be seen as a modern, well functioning regional interchange 
station with some minor points which could be improved. The open and bridge based design 
of the station provides a feeling of security and guarantees an easy overview over the station. 
However the signalisation at the station and the arrangement of stairways is improvable and 
the station seems to separate the area into a eastern and a western part. The modal integration 
of the station indicates that Flintholm is supposed to be used as an interchange station mainly 
for changes from the ring line to the metro or the finger line. The bus connections are as 
outlined not designed as feeder lines for Flintholm. Due to these to facts we see Flintholm 
designed as an interchange station mainly for people travelling through the area and not as a 
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station for the people living in the area. So the users of the station may be characterised as 
people living in the suburbs of Copenhagen and located close to the stations. 
 
Our picture of Østerport station is somehow different. The station could generally be 
described as a historically based, locally operating commuter station with interregional 
connections. The structure and design of the station itself are based on an older station 
building which is now placed in a dense, central urban area. The design gives a much more 
complicated, dark and dirty impression of the station and therefore kind of a bad image. The 
separation of bus stations from the rail tracks and the two extra tracks across the street make 
the station much less compact than Flintholm. Moreover the station faces problems of poor 
signalisation. The connection of the station to the new metro city ring will make this wide 
spread picture of the station even stronger and add a 3rd level to the station but at the same 
time this connection could establish Østerport as a new access point for the inner city centre 
because of the direct line to Kongens Nytorv. The metro link will increase the passenger 
numbers of the station in a remarkable way though not regarding interchanges. The users of 
the station are mainly people living in the surrounding area which go to/come from work or 
change between s-togs and regional trains towards the north of Copenhagen. 
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6 Mobility, Transport Networks and Access 
This chapter provides a more theoretical approach towards transportation in urban areas. It 
begins by outlining theoretical ideas about the organisation and structure of modern transport 
networks by Francois Ascher. Together with David Urry he will form the basis for a 
discussion of mobility as a background concept for the whole project and as the link between 
behaviour and transport. In the end the theories will be applied to the examples already 
analysed with the physical planning concepts. 
 
6.1 Theory about Transport Networks 
François Ascher (2007) starts his discussion about mobility with the idea that the mobility of 
the inhabitants of a certain urban area is a very important characteristic of the metropolitan 
landscape. Further on he stresses the same idea by establishing the following connection: 
“The history of cities is deeply interwoven with specific techniques for transporting and 
storing people, information and goods/values.” (Ascher 2007, p.36) 
Moreover he establishes two models for urban organization which are transforming transport 
networks and their hierarchies. First the model of “Hubs-and-spokes” which is created by 
high speed transportation modes like for example the train. He supports the opinion that high-
speed minimizes the need for stops which then creates a network which spreads radial (“the 
spokes”) from centres with different hierarchies (the “hubs”) (Ascher 2007). The second 
model describes the possibility for car drivers “to move through heterogeneous urban areas 
(…) that have no guiding thread to direct flows, can be liked to a form of percolation” 
(Ascher 2007, p. 36). Especially the first model seems to be connected to our further 
discussion of interchange stations in the way that “the hubs” represent centres where people 
should have the possibility not only to access the high speed network but also to change to 
feeder lines of less fast transport modes supplying the high speed network. 
These first ideas may not be closely linked to the concept of mobility but they provide a more 
theoretical background for transport networks in relation to their surrounding space and their 
users. And all these concepts are actually part of Ascher’s concept of mobility as described in 
the next part. 
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6.2 The Concept of Mobility 
This part will now introduce two concepts of mobility in a more general way in order to 
provide a theoretical background for the following discussions about sustainable transport, 
transport integration and interchange stations. 
In connection to his other ideas on transport networks, Ascher establishes a theoretical 
approach to mobility. In his opinion mobility “is a primary instrument of selection” (Ascher 
2007, p. 37). His idea is that the increasing individualisation and autonomy of individuals 
give them the choice between a huge amount of different possibilities in a metropolitan area 
which he calls the “metapolis” (Ascher 2007, p. 39). This offer of choices is strongly 
dependent on mobility because “the more mobile we are, the more choices we have.” (Ascher 
2007, p. 38). At the same time he states that in order to have any choice we also have to be 
mobile. Moreover he connects mobility also with a sociological aspect when he mentions that 
through this high degree of mobility we are able to change from and into different social 
contexts (sports club, school, family, etc.) within very short time. Finally he advances the 
view, that for reaching their aims and needs, individuals will use a combination of all 
available transportation modes and lines of the network. This again links this theoretical 
approach to our project because in order to provide this flexibility public transport networks 
need interchange stations to enable people to change between different lines and modes of 
transport. Furthermore Ascher mentions a “concentration of activities around multimodal 
stations” which opens the image of interchange stations from a pure network object up into an 
actual urban space with different functions (network station, but also shopping centre, 
working place, meeting point, etc.). 
As a bridge to the following part about decision making concepts we will now introduce 
another approach to mobility. This approach is more focused on why people actually still 
move physically although mobility has become much more dimensions through technical 
development. 
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6.2.1 Mobility and Travel 
Urry (2002) develops an idea of 4 different kinds of travel within mobility as general term. He 
distinguishes the following 4 travel types: 
 
• The physical movement of objects (transported to producers or consumers, he 
understands this travel type as consequently reducible) 
• Imaginative travel (to be transported through images of places and peoples on radio or 
television) 
• Virtual travel (to travel often in real time through the internet together with others 
through geographical and social distance) 
• Physical corporeal travel (travel of people from one place to another) 
 
For the purpose of our project it is only interesting to follow the idea of physical corporeal 
travel which contains the travelling of people by public transport which is a main aspect of 
our project. Briefly summarized, the idea behind the Urry’s idea of the importance of 
corporeal travel is that it creates moments of proximity (co-presence). Those moments of 
proximity are in his opinion essential “for sustaining much social life” (Urry 2007, p. 258). 
They fulfil 3 very important needs for sustaining social life: face-to-face situations 
(interaction with other individuals), face-the-place situations (experiencing a place by oneself) 
and face-the-moment situations (experience special time-bound events). The aim of satisfying 
these essential needs are in Urry’s opinion actually the reasons why people still travel 
physically and he states that it will never be possible to substitute all of them by virtual 
travels. In order to meet other people in different places and contexts (not virtually of course) 
travelling is an essential need and therefore not substitutable. 
This theoretical approach brings a strong social aspect into the whole discussion about travel 
behaviour and provides a theoretical basis why people actually still travel and are doing it 
more and more. 
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6.3 Accessibility of Networks 
When discussing flexibility, integration and efficiency of transport networks, a consideration 
of accessibility to the networks is fundamental. The use and experience of a network is 
strongly connected to the limiting factor of access. Access can be understood as the ability to 
reach or enter different networks and spaces and all individuals have different spaces and 
networks they want to access. So due to these facts improving access is a very complex issue 
(Cass et al. 2003). In order to analyse access as a concept, Cass et al. (2003) divides access 
into 4 key dimensions which are actually difficult to separate in practice. The 4 key 
dimensions (financial, physical, organizational and temporal) may all be used if analysing 
interchange stations. 
“All forms of transport require the expenditure of financial resources” (Cass et al. 2003, 
p.549). This statement shows that public transportation may also be seen as a product 
(discussed later in this chapter again). But in order to reach a higher degree of accessibility for 
a larger part of our society (especially for disadvantaged people) local administrations 
subsidise public transport. 
More important for this project is the physical dimension of access in a slightly modified way 
of the way Cass et al. (2003) define it. They speak of physical aspects of access as for 
example the inability to get into or drive a car or difficulties in walking certain distances. 
While Cass et al. (2003) mention a lot of physical constraints which relate to persons which 
are no able to reach some spaces because of individual disabilities we would like to expand 
the point of the walking distance. Access to public transport is strongly connected to the 
distance to the closest station. Is this distance close to the maximum distance considered 
reasonable to walk or even larger then accessibility of public transportation is perceived as 
being bad. There are different ideas about what a reasonable walking distance is and since it is 
a subjective consideration it varies from person to person. In planning approaches the range 
for walking distances used for station location planning varies from 400-700 metres. 
The organizational dimension of access is also considered as being quite important for the 
further discussion of this project. Cass et al. (2003) state that not only the proximity of the 
next station is considered to be an important measurement for accessibility but also the 
organization of the transport modes connecting an area. Things as the directions of the bus 
lines, the possibility to reach a variation of destinations directly or indirectly from one place, 
the ticketing system or the quality of the modes provided are important factors for judging 
accessibility of public transportation. The problem lying behind this is the increasing 
privatisation of public transport networks which produces a concentration on only the 
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profitable routes and times. Less dense areas and areas with high car ownership tend to be 
neglected due to principles of sustainable economic operation. The same is happening with 
services at evenings and weekends, understandable from an economic point of view, but very 
limiting for mobility without the use of a car. All though most people in Copenhagen are quite 
close to a bus stop or a station, more and more lines are facing cutbacks due to investments on 
the main lines, especially the metro. And not being able to make a journey without having to 
plan by schedules or the internet is a mental and a real limitation of the mobility for many 
people not living close to a main line. Moreover this dimension is also linked to our analysis 
of interchange stations in the way that people consider the possibility of reaching certain 
places directly or indirectly which we understand as without or with changing the mode or 
line of transport. That would be where the idea of interchange stations as key elements in a 
more attractive and therefore better accessible transport network comes in again. 
The 4th dimension of access described as the temporal is maybe less relevant for our project. 
But one interesting thing within this aspect is that people seem to put a lot of value into the 
choice of modes which do not waste time (Cass et al. 2003). This again would bring in 
interchange stations as elements in networks to contribute to seam less travel. 
 
6.4 Analysis/Discussion of Theories at the Examples 
This part will now discuss the theories of Ascher (2007), Cass et al. (2003) and Urry (2002) 
with the examples of Flintholm and Østerport station. Based on the just outlined ideas this 
part should show how the theories can be applied to examples and how the two stations can 
be analysed by using these theories. 
 
Maybe the most obvious connection between our examples is the “activities” which should be 
concentrated at the interchange stations. If we look at Flintholm we can notice that there are 
not really a lot of activities located in the closer area of or at the station, except for the pizza-
bar and the kort&godt shop which would minimize the interchange station to a quite low level 
of importance for the network because Ascher states that a lot of different activities will 
concentrate at the new important intersection points of the transport networks and newly built 
centres. When looking at Østerport more activities can be registered in the closer area around 
the station and also at the station but this maybe only due to the fact that the station is located 
in a much denser area than Flintholm and maybe also because of the historical background of 
the station. There is a kiosk as well as at Flintholm but in addition there is also a bar, a smaller 
supermarket and a ticket office of the DSB directly located at the station and  a hotel can also 
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be find just across the street from the main part of the station. So therefore Østerport station 
seems to be better established as a “hub” in the public transport network than Flintholm 
station all though still with limited integration with the surrounding area, whereas Flintholm is 
to be considered as disconnected fully from the surroundings besides being a mean of access 
transportation. There is no integration between the station and the surroundings which is to be 
considered as poor use of potential. As mentioned one has to consider that Østerport is located 
much more central than Flintholm and the location of activities will in this case be motivated 
more by this fact than the role of Østerport in the public transport network. But Flintholm is 
however situated in an urban area with a considerable land use. When taking into 
consideration how much thought there has been given to the design of the station the fact is 
that besides travels the station only offers the possibility of a ticket and a pizza slice. The 
same can be noted on the plans for making the metro city ring connection at Østerport. Of all 
the plans on passenger provisioning, tunnel making and station design not a thought has been 
given to what else can be realised in the area when improving the interchange possibilities. 
Before moving on we would like to present a thesis on land use, mobility and modal transport 
choice based on the discussion. We find it somehow obvious that there is a connection 
between the integration of a station into the local area and the passenger numbers at the 
station. The more integrated the station is in peoples everyday life, the more natural it would 
be to see it as a natural way of transport. 
 
Flintholm station seems to contribute to more flexibility in the public transport network of 
Copenhagen because it connects theoretically 9 lines. The station offers a lot of connections 
especially for people who want to get from one suburban area to another or from a suburban 
area to the city centre or the other way around. When connected to the metro ring, Østerport 
will also contribute to a even higher degree of flexibility than now because then the station 
will also provide a fast mode to get around in the outer part of the city centre and not only a 
good interchange point for people changing from buses to the s-tog or the other way around. 
This contribution to a more flexible network can be seen as a realisation of the demand 
derived from Aschers theory on usage of all possibilities in order to reach their aims and fulfil 
their needs. Flintholm as well as Østerport seem to provide a wide range of possible 
interchanges between wide ranges of modes. Although that Østerport will be a major station 
for traffic to and from the large urban areas of northern Copenhagen and Sealand, the 
expectations for passenger numbers are strikingly low – more or less status quo for existing 
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rail connections and only a doubling in rail passengers all together at a quite low level (about 
10 % of the passenger numbers of Nørreport). 
If we now look at the concept of accessibility the most interesting dimension would as 
explained be the idea of accessibility in an organizational way. The station at Flintholm 
provides fast connections through the s-tog and metro lines in 4 directions (north, south, east, 
west) but little possibilities to reach the closer housing areas by bus, although 4 bus lines stop 
at the station. As mentioned those bus lines do not seem to be planned with a focus to serve 
Flintholm station as feeder-lines, they are part of a much broader network and pass the station 
on their actual way. Moreover it is interesting that due to the high frequency of the s-tog and 
the metro the bus makes the impression to serve the station only very view times an hour 
although they run with the highest daily frequencies between 4-6 times an hour. The same 
goes more or less for Østerport. Feeder line frequency is high but line planning limits the area 
for traffic to and from the station. And frequency for Flintholm as well as Østerport falls 
drastic outside daily hours making mobility limitations in both time and space. 
The feeding access of the less dense areas is somehow reverse. The feeder lines tend to 
connect better to all surrounding urban areas, but with strong limitations in frequency. Again 
travel is problematic without some kind of forehand planning, which is limiting mobility, 
especially at evenings and weekends. 
The physical accessibility of the platforms of both stations is generally good. There are 
always stairs and elevators between the platforms although the stairs are sometimes not very 
good signposted, especially Østerport has lack of signing. Moreover the station at Flintholm is 
not accessible and acts as a blockage from north-west and south-west due to tracks. People 
who want to use the station will have to make a big detour to get into the station the same 
applies for the space bordered by the ring line towards Ny Ellebjerg and the finger line in the 
direction of Valby. An improvement of the accessibility of the station from those two 
directions would be desirable. At Østerport, bridges have been placed to somehow avoid the 
physical station and tracks being an obstacle for movement. Flintholm however limits 
movement in certain areas. 
 
By using mobility we have tried to give our analysis a more theoretical and social aspect. 
Well integrated transport networks with modal integration are of high importance if mobility 
is to be achieved without extensive use of the car.  
We can further on see different aspects of stations as being not fully considered into mobility 
aspects. Firstly there are feeder lines at both stations with routing without full integrational 
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understanding of the local area. Secondly, Flintholm station can be seen as blocking local 
mobility. 
We have taken the movement of people into consideration. Mobility however can not stand 
alone. As we have already mentioned mobility and travel is connected to resources and can be 
seen as an immaterial product. We wish to come closer to the travel patterns by looking into 
not only the reason for travelling but also the reason for mode of travelling. We will introduce 
some theoretical aspects for contexts between mobility, decisions and lifestyles. We will 
summarize these theoretical aspects in relation to our previous analyses and discussions. We 
are however not delivering an analysis in the following chapter, for that our data and theory is 
too limited but we wish to bring it for trying come even closer to dealing with the core behind 
the travel patterns seen today. 
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7 Lifestyle Perspectives 
In this chapter we would like to open up our project for also discussing not only physical 
structures and planning but also social processes and dimension which are in our eyes 
important for a more real approach towards actual considerations about the contribution of 
interchange stations. In the sense of critical Realism one could understand this part of the 
project as a try to move into a transcendent level of our problem. 
In order to understand how people chose their route and mode for a travel we will try to 
outline how people make decisions based on approaches of theory of action which we took 
out of a compendium by Wastel-Walter/Wintzer (2007). Moreover it is our intention to show 
different approaches how one could then consider different sociological values in transport 
planning by introducing different concepts how one could analyse travel behaviour. We will 
therefore list different approaches of Götz (2007), Hammer et al. (2003) and 
Hunecke/Haustein (2007). The detailed explanation and interpretation of a suitable approach 
(Hammer et al. 2003) out of the listed ideas for analysing travel behaviour patterns based on a 
lifestyle typology will be given afterwards. The chapter will end with a summary of the main 
points with a link to how we could use the lifestyle typology to work out factors which could 
be used to increase the use of public transportation of certain lifestyle groups. 
 
7.1 Decision Making Concepts 
If looking at ideas on how the decision making process of individuals is influenced 3 main 
concepts can be presented: rational decision making, norm-oriented decision making or 
lifestyle-based decision making. These three concepts have to be seen as interconnected and 
not as unique or autonomous and they are all connected to socio-demographic issues in some 
way. This part of the chapter will therefore give an introduction to these 3 concepts and the 
influence of socio-demographic structures.  
 
7.1.1 Socio-Demographic Structures 
First of all it is important to look at socio-demographic structures influencing travel 
behaviour. The socio-demographic environment in which a person makes its decisions about 
how to get from A to B builds up borders of action. Every individual is in some way limited 
by this environment although this does not have to be determining. So for example a 
household which is able to afford only one car (because of the income) will allow only one 
person of the household to use the car for travelling. This is of course dependent on the 
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different activities and may differ especially on weekends but in general daily travel 
(commuting, etc.) only one person can use the car and all others have to chose other modes to 
by mobile. Craftsmen who run their own business are another example. Most of them rely on 
a car for getting to their customers with their tools. So their choice is motivated by their status 
as self-employed persons. 
These two are only few examples to the socio-demographic factors which can play a very 
important role in travel behaviour. Other such factors we consider to be important within 
travel decision making (especially modal choice) are household income, profession, education 
level, age, social class and number of persons in the household. 
All these socio-demographic factors have of course direct influence on the decision making 
process (see household income example). But not only these direct influences affect the travel 
behaviour of urban transport users, some of these factors also have an influence or are the 
background for some of the other concepts mentioned later in this chapter. For example the 
education level may have an influence on the norms and values an individual would consider 
within the norm-oriented decision making or the household income or the age may have 
considerable influence on the lifestyle decision making. Especially the last mentioned 
relationship between socio-demographic and lifestyle issues was in the past a big discussion 
point because it was and still is not really clear how independent lifestyles matter as an own 
concept. The similarities between lifestyles and socio-demographic factors are often very big 
and therefore it is difficult to say if lifestyles really build up an own concept influencing travel 
behaviour (Scheiner/Kasper 2005). 
 
7.1.2 Rational Decision Making 
When we are discussing travel behaviour of public transportation users we have to consider 
factors which are based on rational decision making as well as the introduced socio-
demographic factors. If we concentrate on decision making by public transport users rational 
decisions occur especially in the range of decisions about money and time. 
Our point here is based on a theoretical approach towards understanding of human actions: 
rational choice theory (Vilfredo Pareto, Max Weber). It is the most limited level of so called 
“theory of action “ (a concept of theory of science). It’s concept of a model human is the 
“Homo rationalis” or “Homo oeconomicus”. 
The theory states that decisions are based only on the need to optimize means-ends 
relationships. People acting as producers want to minimize costs and people acting as 
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consumers decide in a way to optimize their own profit. The aim of all decision is always to 
optimize the cost-performance ratio. (Wastel-Walter/Wintzer 2007) 
So as mentioned already if we would follow this theory the only factors which could affect 
people’s choice of transport modes would be the price of travel fares and the travel time. 
Although such decisions may of course play a role in the decision making process of transport 
users, we think it would be wrong using this approach as a key element because it considers 
only a very selective part of the social reality around us. Of course rational choices are very 
important especially in capitalistic societies but still a wide range of other factors will 
influence and often even change the decisions based only on rational thinking. 
 
7.1.3 Norm-Oriented Decision Making 
The second level of “theory of action” is the basis for this part about norm-oriented decision 
making. This theoretical approach includes the content of the rational choice theory but it 
adds the idea of norm-oriented thinking which leads to a new model-human the “homo 
sociologicus”. 
This concept states that humans do not only base their decisions and actions on rational 
calculations but also consider norms and values in decision making processes. This of course 
implies that general interpretation of situations and therefore general norms and values exist 
and that all individuals will then consider if they interpret the situation in this common sense.  
So this actually means that humans will also adjust their decisions and actions to norms and 
values which are constituted through interaction with other individuals (Wastel-
Walter/Wintzer 2007). So values and norms can be considered by individuals during their 
decision making process about their mode of transport differ from person to person and 
situation to situation. But still we may mention some of the possible norms or values which 
could be considered in this more open, more differentiated choice process. Examples for such 
norms and values would be freedom, wish of full mobility (to have the possibility to get 
where ever one wants to, when ever one wants to), individuality, norms of community life or 
ecological values. 
The just listed values are not complete or the only true values and norms which may be 
considered. This expanded approach tries to give a more real view of actual decision making 
because of the influence of our social environment as well as rational decision making. So the 
listed norms and values may also be seen as factors which affect the modal choice of 
individuals in transportation. 
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7.1.4 Lifestyle-Based Decision Making 
Beck (1986) developed a theory about rising individualisation in our societies which is said to 
be the first step of lifestyle theories. Traditional vertical differences (social inequalities) were 
becoming less and less important whereas horizontal inequalities are becoming more and 
more relevant. Traditional patterns were overthrown (changed gender relations, more 
diversified employment, changed time regimes) land courses of life were getting more 
unpredictable and more individual (Scheiner/Kasper 2005). The increase in private car use 
opened a lot of new possibilities for leisure and residential as well as working patterns and 
locations. 
Lifestyle research grew out of those structural changes which formed the background for the 
development of a lifestyle approach to explain the new dynamics. There are different 
definitions of the term lifestyle and the project will contain only the ones also useful in order 
to form a theory about travel behaviour based on lifestyle affiliations. 
Lüdtke (1996, p. 140) for example defines lifestyle as “regular patterns of behaviour, that 
represent structural situations as well as habitual behaviour and social affinities”. In this 
approach individual behaviour is strongly connected to the concept of lifestyles and therefore 
lifestyle concepts may be used to form a segregation of transport users based on their 
differentiated choice and use of transport modes. By stating that the behaviour of a certain 
lifestyle always represents the structural situation this definition also relates lifestyles to 
socio-demographic structures. 
Hammer et al. (2003, p.79) sees lifestyle differently: “dimension of biographic, professional 
and daily orientation with resulting consequences for residence, residential and daily 
mobility” (own translation). The interesting point in this definition is that lifestyle is said to be 
influencing daily mobility and therefore daily travel behaviour.  
A third definition, made in connection to forming a segmentation of transport users, describes 
lifestyles to: “…mark groups of persons, which distinguish themselves through similar 
valuation patterns and behaviour patterns in their daily life” (Hunecke/Haustein 2007, p. 39, 
own translation). This definition links the lifestyle concept to behavioural patterns in daily life 
which include in our understanding also travel behaviour. Through the inclusion of value 
patterns this definition also connects the lifestyle approach to the norm-oriented approach of 
decision making which was outlined before. 
So we may state that lifestyles seem to consider socio-demographic structures, norms and 
values of individuals as part of their norm-oriented and rational decision making which is 
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often based on the economic background. This concept of lifestyles as an approach to explain 
human decision making can then be seen as a summary of the other outlined sub-concepts. 
 
7.2 From Lifestyles to a Transport User Typology 
With the following approach of using the concept of lifestyles to analyse travel behaviour the 
project gets an even deeper level of transcendence. Using a lifestyle approach to analyse 
mobility patterns adds a social component to our idea of how to analyse the contribution of 
interchange stations. As explained in the part about lifestyle-oriented decision making people 
it as an approach to see lifestyles as a reason for choosing certain behaviour. One is now able 
to apply this idea to mobility analyses through using lifestyles to analyse travel behaviour and 
especially modal choice. 
In the case of this project it would be interesting to find out which group has to addressed and 
which measures have to be taken in order to get more people to use public transportation 
instead of the car. The interest in this question is given by the understanding of public 
transport as more sustainable mode of transport than the car in most cases. Moreover such a 
lifestyle approach may give insight in the ways interchange station are used by different user 
groups. 
 
There have been made a lot of different typologies of transport users based on a lot of 
different concepts within lifestyle ideas. In the following will give a short overview over the 
concepts which we looked at through this working process. In the extent of this project it was 
impossible to do primary sociological empirical research to establish an own typology of 
transport users based on lifestyle groups derived from empirical data. Therefore we will try to 
explain one of the concepts in more detail to give a perspective how one could analyse 
mobility patterns in Copenhagen. 
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7.2.1 Different Typologies of Transport Users for Analysing Mobility Patterns 
The following diagram summarizes shortly all the concepts about lifestyles used to analyse 
mobility patterns we met during our work on the project. The list is certainly not a complete 
register of all existing approaches but it gives an oversight over the concepts we chose our 
preferred concept from: 
 
7.2.2 Behaviour Patterns of Lifestyle Groups (StadtLeben Project) 
The in our eyes most useful typology out of the list stated at the beginning of this part is the 
development of lifestyle groups with a following observation of their mobility patterns. This 
approach was part of a bigger German research project (StadtLeben) carried out in 3 different 
parts of the city of Cologne. The project used an integrated approach to look at lifestyles, 
living-milieus, time-space structures and mobility. First we outline the lifestyle types and as a 
second part we will show the travel behaviour patterns of each lifestyle as they were 
established in the consulted StadtLeben project (Hammer et al. 2003, Scheiner/Kasper 2005). 
 
The decision to choose this approach out of the mentioned list is based on different reasons. 
First of all this approach develops a typology of lifestyles first and analyses their mobility 
patterns afterwards. It does not include the mobility pattern already to form the lifestyle 
typology like for example the mobility-style approach. Furthermore this approach is 
interesting because within the framework of the research project which included this approach 
also land use structures were considered to analyse mobility patterns. Respectively the 
mobility patterns of the lifestyles were also examined within different areas of the city. 
Moreover the town size of Cologne is quite similar to Copenhagen. 
 
Lifestyle Approaches
for analysing Mobility Patterns
Attitude based 
Mobilitystyles
Hunecke/Haustein (2007)
The attitude towards 
ecological norms were used 
as constituting factors for the 
mobilitystyles.
Mobilitystyle s
Götz (2007)
The mobility patterns are 
used together with lifestyle 
constituting factors to 
establish a typology.
Mobility Patterns of 
Lifestyles
Hammer et al. (2003)
Lifestyles were first 
established and then an 
analysis of their mobility 
patterns.
 
Figure 8: Lifestyle approaches of different authors (own diagram) 
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The following parts will be based on an article about the StadtLeben project (Hammer et al. 
2003). Before listing the different lifestyle types we want to give a very brief overview of the 
factors which were used to work out the lifestyle groups. The idea was to use leisure 
preferences, life aims, cultural taste and the kind of social network to characterise the lifestyle 
groups. These factors and their values are listed below: 
 
Leisure Preferences: 
• Out-of-home-oriented 
• Home-and-family-oriented 
 
Life Aims: 
• Traditional values 
• Self-realisation 
 
Cultural Taste: 
• Trivial (TV soaps, light novels) 
• Tension (action/horror movies, comics) 
• High-culture-television (documentaries, political/cultural programs) 
• High-culture-reading (classics, novels, poems, biographies) 
 
Social Network: 
• Frequency of privat e-mail/phone conversations with friends, colleagues, neighbours 
• Frequency of privat meetings with friends, colleagues, neighbours 
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The StadtLeben project then formed 6 lifestyle groups out of the values given for each of the 
factors by using a cluster-analysis with 6 clusters: 
 
• Traditional: trivial category, traditional values, little self-realisation, little out-of-
home leisure 
• Homely culturally-interested: high-culture-television, low frequency of privat 
meetings 
• Event-oriented: tension category, scarce high-culture-reading 
• Out-of-home convivial: self-realisation values, out-of-home leisure, high frequency 
of private meetings, high frequency of private e-mails/phone calls, 
• Reserved: no factors occur positively, particularly no traditional values, no trivial 
category, no high-culture television, low frequency of private meetings 
• Family-oriented convivial: home-and-family-oriented leisure, high frequency of 
private meetings, high frequency of private e-mails/phone calls 
 
If we now go on and look at what the study found out about the travel behaviour of each of 
these lifestyles we can register the following structure: 
 
• Traditional: increased part of bike-users and pedestrians, highest part of never-bike-
users, decreased part of car and public transport users. 
• Homely culturally-interested: lowest part of public transport users, increased part of 
mix-users (car and public transport), heavily decreased part of bike/car-users. 
• Event-oriented: heavily decreased part of car/bike users and pedestrians, heavily 
increased part of public transport users and mix-users. 
• Out-of-home convivial: heavily decreased part of car-users, heavily increased part of 
bike-users, highest part of public transport users and pedestrians. 
• Reserved: increased part of car users, heavily increased part of bike-users and 
pedestrians, highest part of never-walking persons, highest part of bike-users, heavily 
decreased public transport and mix-users 
• Family-oriented convivial: increased part of car users, decreased part of bike-users 
and pedestrian 
 
In addition to this lifestyle based differentiation of mobility patterns the StadtLeben project 
also looked at the differences between the 3 different districts concerning lifestyle type 
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distribution and differences in mobility patterns. Especially the point of also considering 
urban structures and location for analysing mobility patterns and travel behaviour respectively 
modal choice could be another interesting factor for analysing the use of interchange stations 
such as Flintholm and Østerport. But as a consequence of a lack of time and space in this 
project report we will not go into more detail about this part of the survey. 
 
Moreover the article where the patterns for each lifestyle group are taken out from, gives a 
very interesting view on lifestyle as explanatory to travel behaviour patterns. It is stated that 
the lifestyle approach alone is not enough to explain travel behaviour but in connection with 
socio-demographic factors the approach adds subjective interpretations and personal 
preferences as well as individual norms and values to the analysis of travel behaviour. This 
view therefore strengthens our idea of using lifestyle decision making strongly connected to 
influences of socio-demographic factors as well as rational- and norm-oriented decision 
making. 
 
As this example of a complex typology based on lifestyles shows, it would be impossible to 
establish our own typology within this project. The typology is based on a field research with 
huge number of participants and was in progress over a longer period of time. Within the 
range of this project it was unfortunately impossible to cover this creation of own empirical 
data as well. So we decided to use the above explained typology and the whole approach of 
using lifestyle groups to examine travel behaviour as an perspective how one could look at the 
problem of analysing interchange stations by also integrating social and individual aspects. 
 
7.3 Summary and Connection to Mobility 
To summarize this chapter it may generally be stated that a lifestyle approach to travel 
behaviour research opens the whole investigation and analyses to more social factors. This is 
very important because the actual reality of how and why people use interchange stations 
includes physical argument but to a high degree social aspects as well. 
Mobility can be seen as a background concept explaining that people still travel physically for 
sustaining their social life despite the fact that new communication technologies have created 
new ways of getting in contact with people over geographical distances. The theoretical 
approach towards the structures of networks and about accessibility provide a clearer view 
why and in which ways a more flexible and better connected public transport network can 
make travelling more comfortable in and suitable fo
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Moreover it is important to see that different decision making concepts can be considered to 
analyse individual travel behaviour. In addition to these three concepts, socio-demographic 
structures seem to build up a frame which influences the different concepts in different ways. 
But none of them is the only right solution, it is more a combination of them which may be 
used to analyse and characterize travel behaviour of certain groups of our society. A lifestyle 
approach as we introduced it may be understood as a multi-conceptual approach. 
This lifestyle approach which we brought as a perspective to our idea of how to analyse an 
interchange station may still give us some major points to conclude also for our examples. If 
we say that we are looking for the groups which are most likely to get to use public 
transportation to a higher degree than they do now we can state that some lifestyle groups 
seem to be more willing to than others (event-oriented and out-of-home convivial lifestyles). 
Especially interesting are also those who are open for the use of a model-mix (homely-
culturally interested lifestyle group). These groups have to be considered when trying to work 
out measurements to ameliorate the situation at interchange stations. Their interests and 
preferences may be used to work on factors which have to be ameliorated in order to make 
public transport more attractive for them. As we belief a lot of measurements can be made by 
improving interchange stations in order to make public transport more flexible especially if 
one considers the groups which are open for a mixed use. P&R concepts may in these cases 
be a considerable solution. More generally seen we can conclude that especially land use, 
model accessibility and lifestyle location play an important rule in shaping travel behaviour 
patterns and model choice finding. Therefore exactly these factors are very important for 
physical planning and for interchange stations. 
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8 Conclusion 
In order to conclude on this project we will have to outline the limitations we have mentioned 
in the first chapters. The ontology of our field of study and the limited volume of this project 
conditions the conclusion since we have selected areas within which to conduct our project. 
Further on do the structure and the methods of the last two parts of the report have their 
limitations. With this in mind we will now bring the headlines for interchange stations ability 
to increase mobility and use of public transport. 
 
The analysis of Flintholm and Østerport station gives a view of the current interchange 
stations as general high quality stations. In terms of the physical aspects we have introduced, 
both stations can be considered to live up to a long list of demands for an interchange station, 
although Østerport has a design of modal convergence which can be seen as somehow 
unfortunate. However if we look at the three spatial levels of the stations, local feeder lines 
are not fully integrated. 
By adding mobility and flexibility to the discussion further criticisms can be made. Flexibility 
is generally good, although Østerport is somewhat limited to a north-south axis in modes until 
connected to the metro ring in approximately 10 years. Local land use and the potential of an 
interchange station is not fully realised for any of the stations when discussing the theories of 
Ascher. Especially Flintholm can be seen as an obstacle for mobility within the local area. 
Further on mobility can be considered to be limited when using public transport unless the 
person lives close to the station or a major feeder line. This is also the case of the area around 
Kystbanen connected to Østerport. This can lead to the conclusion that improvements for 
modal integration and convergence are possible. 
Considering the design and structures of the stations themselves we may state that the 
provided infrastructure has a high quality and that the structures are often given by physical 
restraints (tracks, streets, etc.). The only thing we would like to stress is that signing 
respectively guiding through the stations could be improved. 
 
The aspect of lifestyles was limited to a more general discussion. However lifestyle analysis 
is important when discussing transport patterns and modal choice. Lifestyle theory and 
research show that lifestyle preferences and willingness to mix private and public transport is 
highly connected to other aspects. Therefore it is possible to reach target groups when 
planning public transportation and this should be reflected in elements and connections in and 
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around an interchange station. Alongside lifestyles, land use should also be taken in 
consideration when planning networks and interchange.  
 
But all planning is likely to reach limited success unless a wide range of factors is being 
carefully considered. These factors are not all to find in this project and public transport and 
sustainability of cities is a field for far more research. 
 
 
9 Perspectives for the Project 
This chapter should give some perspectives how one could develop this project further or 
what other projects could be made in connection to this one. 
 
A mixture of a new project in connection to this one and an extension would be to do 
empirical research in order to develop an own lifestyle typology for the users of one of our 
examples or Copenhagen in general (on the basis of the outlined approach). They could then 
be analysed on the basis of their mobility behaviour what would give a Danish example for 
the mobility patterns of lifestyles. Moreover these results could then be used to work out 
measurements for the improvement of the public transport network in order to get more 
people to use this mode of transport. 
 
Furthermore it would also be interesting to look at Flintholm station and try to analyse which 
interchanges are most frequently occurring at the station. With this data a further analysis of 
the success and functionality of Flintholm station would be possible. The same would also be 
interesting for Østerport station. If one would have gathered the data who the most frequent 
users and what the most frequent interchanges are, it would maybe be possible to make 
improvement proposals for the time when the station will be connected to the new city ring. 
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